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ABRAHAM, 


IN THE 
Plain and obvious Meaning of it, 
| JUSTIFIE D, | 
AGAINST 2 
The Objections of the Aurhonx of 
The Divine Legation of Me os, & &c. 
To which is added. | 
A STATE of the ARGUMENT concerning 
the Knowledge of the Doctrine of a Future 
State among the Ancient JEM, as it 


ſtands upon the Foot of the lateſt Con- 
ceſſions of that learned Writer. 


— 


Si DEFENDERE Aalen quam VERTERE | malls 
Nullum ULTRA vwerbum, - = „ 


Ruin fine RIVALI teque & tua soL us amares. 
Hog. de Art. Poet. 


LONDON: 
Printed for R. Manzsy, and H. S. Cox, 
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V. B. The Quotations Til this 
| Work are according to the 
firſt Edition of The Drone 
 Legation. 
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R. WARBURTON has thought fit to 
{lip off from his main Queſtion, and 
A to lay out his whole Strength upon 
another Point, which was. only - incidentally 
brought in, in the Courſe of our Argument. 
Whether the Reaſon of this was, that he 
thought himſelf - diſcharged from the main 
Queſtion by his former Reply; or that he was 
willing to quit: his firſt Poſt, which began to 


be too hot for him, and take a new one, in 
which he hoped he might be leſs in Danger; 
the Reader may judge as he ſhall find Caule. 


When I publiſhed my Examination of his 
Second Propoſition, &c. I thought it prudent 
to conceal my Name, in order to cover my- 
ſelf from that Rudeneſs and Ill-manners, which 
his Treatment of other Writers had taught me 
to expect from him ; and in the Appendix and 
Poſtſcript to the firſt Part of his Remarks, 
he very ſoon gave Proof that my Expectations 
| B 
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were not groundleſs. Theſe haſty Pieces are 
ſo full of perſonal Abuſe, and have ſo little of 
true Reaſoning in them, that I thought the 
proper Way of treating them would- be to 
pals them over in Silence; and theſe Remarks, 
which tho' a more claborate Work, are nei- 
ther more decent nor more to the Purpoſe, 


I ſhould have treated in the ſame Manner, had 


there not been ſime Reaſons to the contrary 
With which the Reader will ſoon be acquaint- 
cd, 

To make my Work as ſhort as poſſible, 1 


will conſider Mr. Vs Opinion upon the Caſe 


of Abraham as diſtinguiſhable into two Parts; 
one common to him with other Writers; the 
other peculiar to himſelf, - That Abraham 
ſaw: the Sacrifice of Chriſt in the Tranſaction 
'N queſtion, is an old Opinion; but that he 
ſaw it in ſuch a Sort, as to have underſtood 
beforehand, that the whole Tranfaction was 


mere Scenery, and of no moral Import (upon 


which all the Uſe that he makes of his Inter- 
e fundamentally reſts). 2his 1 yield to 


im as his Property. As the ſecond of theſe | 


two Opinions preſuppoſes the firſt, and is graft- 
ed upon it, I judged it proper in my Confidera- 
trons to ſhew the whole to be groundleſs. I 
will not diſpute the firſt Point over again for 
this ſubſtantial Reaſon; that Mr. V. has him- 
ſelf given up his main Evidence, which is that 
Text of St. John, Chap. viii. ver. 56. Your 
Father Abraham rejviced to fee my Day, 5 
1 e 


AzRAHAN juſtified, &c. 3 
be ſaw it and was glad; from whence he had 
inferred, that Abrabam ſaw Chrift's Sacrifice 
by a Repreſentation in Action, and that this Re- 
preſentation was the Sacrifice of Iſaac. I ſhall 
take the Liberty juſt to fatisfy the Reader of 
the Truth of what J ſay, vis. That Mr. V. 
has given up this Text as inſufficient to ſup- 
port his Point; and then I ſhall diſiniſs him 
from this Part of the Debate, to ſomething 
which is more material. UL, OR 
—_— obſerved then, | 
I. t * the Ward Day, is here uſed 
* to denote the peculiar Office and Employment 
« of Chriſt; and therefore it muſt needs ſig- 
« nify that very Circumſtance of his Life which 
js the Characteriſtic of ſuch Office and Em- 


« ployment, 1. e. his Office as Redeemer--- 


e But that Circumſtance was laying down his 


© Life for the Redemption of Mankind--- 
Conſequently, by the Word Day is meant 
THE GREAT SACRIFICE of Chriſt.“ Div. 


Leg. Vol. H. p. 593% © 
In this Reaſoning I declared (Conſid p. 130.) 
I could ſee no Conſequence at all. For, if 
Abraham ſaw that. a Time would come 
when one of his Seed ſhould take away 
the Curſe, he ſaw Chriſt's Day; and this 
[I obſerved] he might ſee whether he ſaw 


BY WHAT ACT the Curſe was to be taken 


away or not.” This Anſwer conſiſts of 
two Propoſitions, both of them affirmed by 


Mr. V. For if you aſk him, whether, fup- 
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4 The HisTory F 
poſing that Abraham ſaw a Time would come 
when one of his Seed ſhould take away the 
Curſe, he did not ſee CHRIST's Day ; he 


anſwers roundly --- Without Doubt un 
1D *. Again, if you aſk whether Abraham 


might not have been informed that ſuch a | 


Time would come, without being informed, 
that Chriſt was to lay down his Life as a 
Saerifice ; he anſwers YES +. But if all 


this be true, how is it poſſible that Abraham's | 


ſeeing Chriſt's Day ſhould be a Proof that 
he ſaw Chriſt's Sacriſice? The Argument 


therefore from the Word DA y, is plainly | 


' GLVEN UP, 


2. His next Argument was from the Signi- 


fication of the Verb «dd, thus; Abrahan 
te rejoiced is IAH to ſee my Day; xy, EIAH 


* and he faw it and was glad. This evi- | 
ce dently ſhews it [the Revelation] to have 
* been made not by Relation in Words, but | 


© by REPRESENTATION in ACTION.” Div. 


Leg. p. 593. If Abraham ſaw Chriſt's Day | 
by Repreſentation in Action; he muſt have | 


ſeen it EENSIBLY ; and % he told us the Verb 


£10 is frequently uſed. But Mr. V. now |} 
ſays, that he did not mean to prove from this 
Word that Abraham faw SENSIBLY, but 
e proceeded to prove it in the SE EIL of his 
„ Diſcourſe ||.” This Argument therefore, | 
from the Force of the Verb Edo is likewiſe | 


GIVEN UP. 
* Rem, p. 16, + Ibid, 4 E, 


3. Mr. 


ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 5 
3. Mr. W. had ſuppoſed, that ſubſequent 
to the general Promiſe made to Abraham, he 
had, upon his earneſt Requeſt, ſome ſpecial 
Promiſes made to him, of a more diſtinct 
Communication of the great Myſtery of. our 
Redemption; and upon this had diſtinguiſhed 
« the Hiſtory of Abraham into three Periods. 
The firſt — God's Promiſe to grant 
« his Requeſt when Abraham rejoiced that he 
* SHOULD ſee Within the ſecond was the 
e Delivery of the Command I to ſacrifice his 
« Son] And Abrabam's Obedience, through 
* which he sAw Chriſt's Day, and was glad, 
« includes the third.” All this the learned 
Gentleman pretended to find in this Text of 
St, John; and there can be no doubt but the 


Words will agree with this Diſtinction. But 


whether they neceſſarily infer it, is the Point 
in queſtion. 

To prove it then, Mr. V. obſerved, that 
the Words ive id (which he renders that he 
e might or ſhould lee) 1MPLY that the Period 
of this .Joy was in the Space between the 
Promiſe that the Favour ſhould be con- 
ferred, and the actual conferring it in the 


6c 


00 


Nuανõe⁰t (to rejoice) ſignifies that tumultuous 
Pleaſure, which the certain Expectation of 


an approaching Bleſſing underſtood only in 
the groſs Occaſions; and yaw [to be glad] 


that calm and ſertled Jos, that ariſes from 
vc Our 


Delivery of the Command; and that ayan- 
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* our Knowledge in the Poſſeſſion of it. D. L. 


p. 615, 616. CC 
To this I have anſwered (Confd. p; 144.) 
that the Words iv iy, do nyt neceſſarily. fig. 
nify, that: he M16uT ſee, but may as well de 
rendered that be sAw, or To $EE,'as our 
Tranſlators. have render'd them; and J pro- 


duced ſeveral Paſſages to juſtify this Uſe of 
- the Word iw. Does Mr. W. deny this! 
Why no; but he is even angry with me for 


having ſaid that he is pofitive that the Word 
ive ALWAYS refers to a FUTURE Time. 80 
<* far from being poſitive of this (ſays he) 1 
486 ee deny that I ever ſo much as gave 

the leaſt Hint of ſuch a Thing.“ “ Well 


then; if % does not always refer to a future 


Time, it may not refer to a future Time in this 


Place. This Argument therefore is alſo 


GIVEN UP, OE, ae 

Next; as to the Words ayaxxidopw and 
dige, which Mr. V. tells us ſignify, in the 
exact Uſe, the one, that Pleaſure which is oc- 


caſioned by an approaching Bleſſing; the other, 


that which ariſes from a Bleſſing in Poſſaſſion: 


I anſwered and gave Inſtances to prove, that 
theſe Words are indiſcrimi nately uſed in the | 
New Teſtament ; which Mr. V. allows and | 
ſays, I had plainly. infinuated the ſame. 1 | 
© had ſaid the two Greek Words in their eat 
oy Uſe ſignify ſo and ſo; which ſurely implied : 
*© an Acknowledgment, that this Exactneſs was 


* Rom. p. 41. 


cc not 


4 1 
ABRAHAM fagſtiſied, &c. 7 N 

« not always kept up to, eſpecially: by the Wri- 1 
« ters of the New Teſtament who did not © 9 
e pique themſelves upon a claſſical Ele- RE 
« gance,” Why then ; if this Exactneſs is 1 
not always kept up to in the New Teſtament, 1 
it nay not be kept up to in this Place. This e 
Argument therefore, is alſo GivEN up. . 1 
One would wonder that with all this Bounty, e 
there ſtould be ſo much Contention. And yet "va 
ſo it is, that there are above thirty Pages of cri- (4694 IM 
tical Learning made uſe of to ſupport Argu- e 
ments, which, appear, by his own Confeſſion, HIRAM 
to determine nothing I muſt therefore deſire e 
the learned Gentleman's Excuſe for not enter- 10 
ing into Particulars, and ſhall go to his peculiar K 
Hypotheſis: Concerning which I need ſay no 6898 
more than this, that it ariſes from no Part of ne 
the Evidence. For were it admitted, that MENT 
ſeeing Chriſt's Day was ſeeing his SacR1- | 1 
FICE, it will not follow thar he was aforeband 1 
inſtructed that the whole was a mere ſcenical | 1 9 
Repreſentation of this Sacrifice. For it may 0 0 f | 
be ſuppoſed that after the whole Tranſattion 4 


was over, Abraham might have been inſtructed 
in its nyſtical Signification ; and if this be ad- 
mitted, it will ſatisfy every ſingle Argument 
which Mr. W. hath brought in Support of his 
Opinion, But the ſtrong Objection is what 1 
have before mentioned, viz. that upon Mr, 
s Hypotheſis, © the Command will not 


+ Rem. p. Js. 
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4 Bind with tbe, Notivi nin Train low | 


Point, in which the Hiſtory. itſelf intimates 

it was intended as ſuch, his Refolution and 
t Fortitude.” Confid. p. 163. Does. Mr. W. 
grant that this Command: was intended as a 
Trial of Abrabam's Virtue as well as of his 


Faith? He does. I own that the great 


"0 Merit of Abraham's Faith implied in it Pg- 


** tience and Self-denial.”'* But he wants to | 


know how he has“ leſened thoſe Virtues ;” 
that is, how his Hypotheſis excludes the Ex- 


erciſe and Trial of thoſe Virtues, It is ſtrange | 
he ſhould want Information in ſo clear a Cake, | 
For where (I aſk once more) was Abra- | 


« ham's Reſolution, if he knew before-hand, 
* either that God would not ſuffer the Com- 
« mand to be put in Execution, or, if he 


« did, that his Son ſhould immediately be re- 
« ſtored to Life?” What had he in either 
Event to fear that could try his Patience? 
Mr. V. hopes that if it may be allowed 
him, that Abraham believed his Son ſhould | 
continue dead for three Days, „there will 
© be Room enough left for ALL that Di- 
ce fturbance from Paſſion and natural Aﬀec- | 
ce tion which every Father feels upon the 
ce Loſs of a beloved Child.” But does not 
every Obſervation in Life contradi& this} 
Notion ? When a Father ſends a Son an 
Eaſt India Voyage, does he feel the fame} 
Diſturbances from Paſſion, as if he were to 


0 * Nen. p. II. 
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I 
ee e. 
cry him to the Grave? I ſuppoſe not! 
A Parent will feel Concern upon ſuch an Oc- 

caſion; but no body ever yet thought it an 

Act of Hereoiſm : And yet there is always ha- 

zard in ſuch Caſes. But if you ſuppoſe that 

for ought that Abraham knew. to the contrary, 

his Son might be FoR EVER LOST TO HIM, 

this will make it an Act of Heroiſin; and this (as 

J have faid) will ſtand with what the Author 

to the Hebreus ſays, who does not tell us 

that Abraham accounted that God was able to 

raiſe his Son from the dead either inſtantly or 
in three Days, but barely that he was «ble to 

raiſe bim from the dead. But what? (fays 

Mr. W.) Does not theſe Words of Scripture 
imply in all common Conſtruction, that 

* Abraham accounted or believed, or had 

* Reaſon to hope, that J/aac was xo FoR 
* EVER LOST TO HIM?“ I think not. All. 
that they imply is, that uE could not be loſt 
To MAxK IND, in whom God had promiſed 
that all the Nations of the Earth ſhould be 
bleſſed ; for this it was that led the Apoſtle to 
the Obſervation: By Faith he that bad 
RECEIVED THE PROMISES offered up his only 
begotten Son, of whom it was ſaid that in Iſaac 
Rall thy Seed be called, accounting, &c. i. e. 
accounting that God was able to raiſe him from 
the dead FoR THE ACCOMPLISHMENT of 
thoſe Promiſes. And I apprehend that the 
very Words of God to Abraham do import, 
| * Rem. p. 120. | 
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that Abraham had no certain Expectation of | 


ſeeing his Son reſtored To HIM SET T. Becauſe 
thou 5% not vit h. held thy Son, thine only Son 
FROM ME. Theſe Words, I ſay, import, that 
God looked upon Abraham in this Act, as 
having RE$IGNED UP his Son To HIM from 
whom he had RECEIVED him; which would 
not have been the Caſe, if Abraham had been 
aſſured that he ſhould be reſtored to hini a- 


gain after a ſhort Space. According to Mr, | 


W's Hypotheſis, Iſaac, even after he was 
dead, would de jure have been the Son of 
Abrabam only lent for a while, in order to 
give him ſome Information, which he is ſup- 
poſed earneſtly have deſired; which will bring 
this Act of Obedience in Abraham, which God 


ſo highly extols, to a 1 low Reckoning in- 


deed, and make it a Bling inſtead of a Trial. 
Upon the Whole of this Matter, I think 
that Mr. V. will find it neceſſary to give up 
his new Diſcovery ; and either to ſay, that 


Abraham, in conſequerce of this Tranſaction, 
ſawy the Sacrifice of Chriſt (which if it could 


be proved, would do him no ſort of ſervice in 
his Argument with Unbelievers) or to reſt 
with me in the more common Opinion, that 


Abraham having received from God a general | 


Promiſe that in him all the Nations of the 
Earth ſbould be bleſſed, ſaw in this Promiſe the 
Redemption that was afterwards accompliſhed 
in Chriſt, and thereupon rejo:ced and was glal. 

I did always apprehend that I had his Per- 


miſſion 


0 


> 


10 


10 


4 lhe « 1 "Y 


5 te to fa that Abraham wwe the Redemp- 
tion by Chriſt in this Promiſe ; but now, it 


ſeems, this Point i is to be diſputed 3 for he re- 


reſents me as being more fond of this 

— 4 is fit, — 7h Nr CEE 
« jgnorant that this general Promiſe compre- 
« hended the Promiſe of Redemption, how 
« could that Redemption be the Subject of the 
„ Patriarch's Joy ?''* And that Abraham 
was ignorant, he undertakes to PROVE, But 
happily for the Cauſe of Chriſtianity, his 


ſngle Proof is not from any Scripture Autho- 


rity, but from an Obſervation of my own, 
which he doesnot underſtand. But the beſt of 
it is, that he here boggles at an Opinion, which, 
ur has as much occaſion for as I. For un- 
kſs Abrabam underſtood this general Promiſe, 
s containing the Promiſe of the Redemption; 
what Foundation can there be for that earneft 
Defre which he ſuppoſes Abraham to have 
had to ook nearer into it? I beg he would 
only recollect his own Words, as they ſtand, 
Div, Leg. p. bog. © Now the Happineſs 
gor REDEMPTION of Mankind promiſed 
on Abraham's FIRST VOCATION to come 
through him, could not but make him 
more and more inquiſitive into the MAN 
*NER of its being brought About, in pro- 
portion as he found himſelf to be more and 
more perſonally concerned as the Inſtru- 
ment of ſo great a Bleſſing.” What was 
* Rem. p. 29. | 
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this Protiiſe of > CAROL , to "Gecko 
upon his firſt Vocation, but the very Promiſe 
in queſtion'? : And does not Mr. 's Argu- 


ment imply, that Abrabam underſtood this 


Promiſe in the general Meaning of it? Could 


Abrabam be inquiſitive about the Manner of 
bringing about a Thing of which he New 
_ 1 hope then for the future, that 
W. will, fir 

rai Doubts upon this Queſtion, in which, 

if he differs from me, he will differ likewiſe 

from himſelf, and make his Hypotheſis quite 
abſurd. 

And yet there frems to be a Defe#'in the 

common Interpretation, which 1 ſhall now 


his own ſake, forbear to 


open to the Reader. Mr. V. has obferved | 
(and very rightly) that “ in our Sayiour's | 
Diſputations with the Jes he never urged 


them with any Circumſtance of God's Diſ- 
e penſations to their Forefathers, which they 


<« either were not or might not be well ac- 
e quainted with by the Study of their Scrip- 


"Rb, 


** tures; and hence concludes, that * the | 


0 Circumſtance of Abraham's Knowledge of 
* Chriſt's Day is certainly to be found in 
% Abraham's Hiſtory.” Div. Leg. p. 594--5. 

But our Saviour does not ſay jimply, that Abra- 


ham ſaw or knew Chriſt's Day; but that he 
rejoiced to ſee Chriſt's Day; a Circumſtance | 
which neither Mr. Ws. nor the common In- 
terpretation accounts for otherwiſe than by 


preſuming __ me Foy when the Bleſſing is 


found, | 


ABRAHAM fades: 22 
found. But as our Saviour Thi Ari 
of his ion _ 


ſcems to lay the Streſs. 


Abraham's Rx 6191 33 it aul d he molt na- 
taral, to expect 00 h this very frfgjoicing mould 
ſomewhere or other. have been recorded in 


Abrabam's Hiſtory ; let us. try, if poſſibly. wo 
may find it. 


It is to be obſerved, that, when upon. the 
frſt Vocation of Abraham God promiſed him 
that he would make of him. @ great Nation; 
and that in him . all the Families of the Earth 
ſhould be bleſſed, he had no Child. Without 
Iſue the Promiſe could not be accompliſhed ; 


and therefore Abraham till continuing child- 
ſs, addreſſes hitnſelf to Godi in this Manner. 


Behold to me thou haſt given no Seed, and lo, 
one born in mine Houſe is mine Heir; meaning 


the Child of his Steward Eliezer of 1 Damaſcus, 


Gen. xv. 2, 3. To this God anſwers, Tuis 


ſhall not be thine HE IR, but HE that ſhall e come 
forth out of Twins O.] Bow EIS, ſball be thine 
H IR. ver. 4. Here now. is an Heir promiſed 
to Abrabam ; but by whom it is not. aid. 
Sarah ſtill continuing barren, ſhe 700k Ha- 
par---ber Maid---and gave her to ber. Huſband 
Abram to be his Wife, expecting that the iſſue 
by her (if ſhe had any) would be Tue HE1R. 
It may be (ſays ſhe) I may obtain Children 
BY HER, Chap. xvi. ver, 1-3. Hagar con, 
ceived and bare him J/hmael, of whom God 
fays he will be a wild Man, &c. and he. ſhall 
dwell in the Preſence of his Brethren ; but i no · 
thing is 9 of his being THz HzIR. 


Soon 


ö 
; 
: 
2 
(4 
k 
+ 
Þ 


=P 
— 

: »: 2 

= 
. TR", - 

— 2 = 4 2 
* — el P 3 > — 22 , — — m5” N 
, a _ * 2% ” — — — — = 
2 — — © Pr” 2 © . un . ob 3 * * 
— I” nog a * 5 ; . , . 2 A 22 * = wa, 2 7 A Ke — 22 1 
"Ce con — 2 _ 2 F N : FRE...” wh ; CARY 2 22 7 f ry 
C 4 . " « y „ : * 2 6 — a 4 0 2 22222 . - a 4 Y of » 8 
» 3 . 2 N x 3 ITE © * 3 AF 2 I, — — > - * * —— 4 4 — by 4 2. e . I 2: Rows, py 
3 2 wk Pa * - *: bay » . 4 ——— - " . , = 88 . : 3 y — x b - L . h — 
L — 5 — — 15 — TOS Kati. — 3 — 2 2 n ns © I-24 i A ** 74 —_— dro mi — — — on +. => —— 
: Fg ES es — — ＋ 2 ts off — by 1 — 808 _—_ , —— m1 ATTY © = * — 1 5 — * 
a , : ; 8 ö \ 
— * 7—. — — —— — — 1 T my Pr 2 - 2 = 2 . 7 2 4 "Re _—— 5 
. 2 ＋ — . - * 
— — _ —.— 2 4 . ä 


- 
j 
2 
4} 
4 


© = by - „ -* '< 
» > * "uh, _— 
BED . 4 þ oe 


— 


— 2 Henne TS, "> 

EPS. & Es 

— — DEN 2 — 3 
: . ; — ? 
* q — — — n 
* xs = n 
> . hy 
— 
. 


2 
i 
jt 
in 
177 
w 

FP 

fl 

4 

i} 

34 

7 

4 


C- > 5 
_— ; - — 


2 2 
I + £4 
— — - — 
YI 
" =_ « - 
- 5 
oy. a 1 2 S CARES 
1 PO. — = — — 
— Warm. 't 


— 
> a rn We. Os ts CHI ID 
” 2 = 2 2 — 7 x 
— — 


* 


22 2 —_— 2 7 — 7 
Ms E995, — 88 


8 
. 


— 
— 
— 2 
FACES 
. . 
2 883 
* * — 4 * iy 


* 


— 
N 


r 
- Sw LE 
8 


A — 6 6s — 
— - Ko» AE Da 
A 1 
F l 7 win 
3 I 


l * Vc, 
— IRR 


A 24 7 13 * — — "y ry 
. * *” 2 ; ms 4am = > > Aran * a hg 1 N 1 £ - ho oy N 
83 * 7 2 24 — * * 4 - * J * 8 * — 5 * 
bt ” * 1 2 + 1 * 4 4 - „ YL S - 
” \ : ns ; . —_ — N - q * _-— * , 2 5 
-- We) . * 3 5 I , : A e TE. 7 — - 
— s © — 22 7 — . —— : - BS - * * PI — mm --> - ma = es E - 2 12 * = 4 * 
" 2 — — 5 — 232 2 — E ga ** 12 PR” 4 . "AE \ —_— . 4 F554 * 9 * 
— 4 — wt 3 * FR 2 — — a of — = X TS 8 8 ' * be 8 A 8 e wy <>" 4 „ 1 » 4 "fi Was 2 2 N = q = 
235 * * - n N . — — 7 — = [7 7 b 8 2 * * 2 2. — 2 * > — 2 = 2 — — — — — i 208 * 4 4 = * * . 5 — 2 "= = K d a 2 4 4 
S «2s SIRE . n Lorem os — 53 1 2 : 
3 wr oh 8 n i . i 
. oy pg 


TY "73M: 1s$TORY age? 
Soon after this God appeared again to ra- 


bam, and having, in a moſt ſolemn Manner re- 


newed the Covenant, and appointed Circumcifun 


for the Sign and Tt oben of it, he ſaid ; As for 


Sarai thy Wife, thou ſhalt not call ber Name 


| Sarai, but Sarah ſhall her Name be; and I will | 


bleſs her, and give thee a Son alſo OF HER--- 
and ſhe ſhall be a Mother of Nations, Chap. xvii, 
ver. 15, 16. upon which it is faid immediately, 
Then Abraham fell upon his Face AND LauGs- 
ED, and ſaid in bis Heart, Shall a Child be 
born unto him that is an hundred Years old ; 


and fhall Sarah that is ninety Years old bear? 


And Abraham ſaid unto God, O that Iſhmael 
might live before thee, This laſt Verſe ſhews 


Abraham to have been very ſenſible, that 7h:s | 


Son to be born of his Wife Sarah, was to be 
THE HE1R ; and therefore he puts up this 


Petition on the Behalf of I/hniael. To this | 
God anſwers ; -Sarah hy Wife ſhall bear thee 


a Son indeed, and thou ſhalt call his Name 
Ifaac, and I will eſtabliſh my Covenant with 
him for an everlaſting Covenant, and with his 


| Seed after him. As for Iſhmael, T have 


HEARD thee. Behold I have 1 õ him, and 
will make him fruitful, and wi 


multi ply him 
exceedingly. Twelve Princes ſhall he beget, and 


| Twill make him a great Nation. Bur my | 
| CovenanT WILL I ESTABLISH WITH 
IsAAc, whom Sarah ſhall bear unto thee, ver. 


20, 21. God promiſes to T/hmael his Pro- 


refion and Bleſſing, but the He1rsnie he 


reſerves for Jſaac. 
How 


N _ 8 " "wy 2 n N e FL EY * ä 
, eng : 2 6 * We 1 
REY EY Shs EF . * 9 n 

vo . y 7 


ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 15 


How diſtinguiſhed a Caſe, then, is this! Here 
; a Place where Abraham's laughing * or re- 


joicing is expreſsly mentioned. The Reaſon of | 


this rejoicing was his ſeeing the Birth of a 

in God's Promiſe, who had his very Name given 
him from Laughter, If now Mr. W. will give 
me Leave to ſuppoſe, that this was the Thing 
pointed at; and that by ſeeing n1s Day, our 
Saviour meant ſeeing THAT SEED from which 
HE was to ſpring, in whom the Promiſe of the 


Redemption wes to be accompliſhed (and I am 


perſuaded he will never find a more natural 
Interpretation) every Thing elſe will perfectly 
agree with his own Conſtruction, of the Verſe 
in St. Fobn, Here is, in the firſt Place, his 
ia ie wn, Abrabam's rejoicing that he 
$OULD ſee. Here is, in the next Place, his 5 
uot S Exam, and he ſaw and was glad. His 
tumultuous Pleaſure occaſioned by the certain 
Expectation of an approaching Bleſſing, when 
THE HEIR was promiſed; and his calm and 
ſettled Joy that ariſes from the Poſſeſſion of it, 
when Is AAc was actually born. For we read 
Chap. xx1. ver. 8. that A5raham made a great 
Feaſt, the ſame Day that Is aac was weaned. 
But here is nothing at all concerning Chriſt's 
Sacrifice ; this Account leading to the common 


Interpretation in its main Point, to wit, Abra- 


tam's GENERAL KNOWLEDGE of a Re- 
demption to come through-7/aac, who was 
now declared to be the Seed, and advancing 
* eb. riſit. Targ. Onhelos gaviſus eſt. Vers. Arab. ri- 
ht præ Gaudio. | . | 
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10 
not one step Ethic, For his” Reaſon, Me: | 
NV, perhaps. may not approve of this Interpre- 
ation; but I ſhall venture to leave it with the 
eader ; as the true one; nor is it wholly with- 
out n For Malvenda * has .menti- 
oOned it as ths Opi inion of ſome, that the Words 
of Chriſt had Reference to Abraham's laugb- 


ing when Mac was promiſed. If 1 had ſeen 


this ſooner, it is probable I ſhould not have 


furniſhed Mr, IF. with the Opportunity of 
loading his Remarks with ſo much uſeleſs Cri- 


ticiſm ; But yet what I have ſaid may have | 
this Uk, viz.: to. ſhew that in whatſoever 


View 3 you take our Saviour's Words, Mr. W's 
Point will ſtand anſupported. _ 
| There is one Objection that ſhould juſt be re- 
touched, Mr. IF. had faid, that unleſs his Hy- 
potheſis be admitted, that Abrabam was vouch- 
ſafed the Knowledge of Chriſt's Sacrifice, this 


Trial would have been followed by 25 Benefit or | 
Reward ; by which he means, that no Benefit 
er Reward would have followed that was ſut- | 
able or proper to ſo great an Act of Obedience. | 
In anſwer to this, it may be obſerved, that this | 
Objection has (ſpecially) nothing to do with | 

Mr. J's Hypotheſis. For admitting, that 


after the Tn Tranſaction was over, he 


was acquainted with the Myſtery, the Diff. 
culty i is removed. But I beg Leave to put 
him in mind that Abraham, after this Tranſ- 
action, had Bleſſings of all Kinds; ; and this 
*in Conſequence of what God had promiſed! 


Vid. Poli Synopſ. in Gen, xvii. 17. 


him 


ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 17 
« him in the moſt ſolemn Manner. By my 
« ſelf have I sworn, ſaith the Lord, for 
« BECAUSE thou haſt done this Thing--- 
« that in Bleſſing I will bleſs thee.” Confd. 


p. 152. But Mr. V. ſeems to be of Opinion, 
that this being ſo diſtinguiſbed an Act of Obe- 


dience, it ought to have been followed by ſome 


Reward or Benefit, in the Nature and Kind 


of it, diſlinguiſhed: from all common * Bleſ- 
fings. I confeſs I fee not as yet why this is 
inſiſted upon; for is Mr. V. to preſcribe to 


God, and ſay in what Manner he is to reward 


his Servants? If no preſent Benefit at all had 
followed this Tranſaction, and it had been the 
laſt Act of Abrabam's Life, there would have 
been no Ground from hence to impeach the 
Scripture Hiſtory ; for the Rewards of a Life 
to come (as I have obſerved) are a full Re- 
compence for the very beſt Obedience that 


any Creature is able to pay. But if inſtead 


of a Benefit in Nature and Kind diſtinguiſh- 


ed from all common Bleſſings, Mr. W. will 


accept of a very uncommon C:RCUMST ANCE, 
tending to ſtrengthen Abraham's Faith and 
Truſt in God, as a preper Reward of his 


Obedience; he has it before him, vig. THE 


OATH of God confirming ail his Promiſes ; 
upon which I ſhall only give the Apoſtle's 
Comment, Heb. vi. For when God made Pro- 


miſe to Abraham, becauſe be could fevear by no 


GREATER, be fware BY HIMSELF - willing 
* Rem. p. 71. 8 
IP, MORE 
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18 -The HISTORY of 
| MORE ABUNDANTLY 70 ſhew—the IMMy- 
TABILITY of his Counſel --- that by two im- 
mzutable Things, in which it was impoſſible for 
God to lye, wwe might have STRONG CoNsOLA- 


T1ON, ver. 13--18: It is plain that the Scrip- 


ture repreſents this as the Reward of Abraham's 


Obedience, and it mentions nothing more ; for | 
THEREFORE God ſware,” BECAUSE Abra- 


ham had done this Thing ; and nothing could 


be more natural, than that when Abraham had 
given the ſtrongeſt Proof that Man could give | 
of his Faith and Obedience; Gop ſhould give 
the ſtrongeſt Aſſurance that HE could give of | 
the Immutability of his Counſel to fulfil the | 
Promiſes made to him. But it will be ob- 
ſerved from hence, that theſe Promiſes, and the 
Bleſſings conſequent upon them as to the 8. 

ject Matter of them, were the proper Reward | 
of Abraham's Obedience: For the Oath did 
not introduce a new Spectes of Bleſſings; but | 
only confirmed the old ones; as it follows--- | 
in Bleſſing T will bleſs thee, and in multiplying | 
1 will multiply thy Seed as the Stars of Hea- |} 
ven nd in thy Seed ſhall all the Nations © | 
the Earth be blejjed ; which is nothing more 
than the original Promiſe made at his firſt 


Vocation, 


We are now come to the laſt Branch of 
this Controverſy, the UsE which Mr. V. pro- 
poſed from his Account of this Command 
given to Hhrabam, which was, © by its Aid, 
*«.to give the true Solution of thoſe 1NEx- | 

« pLl- | 


| - ABRAHAM 7uſtified, &c, 19 
Wo © »LICABLE Difficulties which have been fo 
long the ſtumbling Block of Infidelity.” 
Div. Leg. p. 590. This was the Thing for 
the Sake of which alone I oppoſed him, If 
he had not diſgraced the received and approved 
Solutions, but thrown his mew Interpretation 
ex abundanti intc the common Stock; I ſhould 
not have found Fault. But when a new Set of 
Armour was prepared for us to be given in Ex- 
change for the old, which was repreſented as 


worn out and good for nothing, for no other 


Reaſon that I could perceive, but to raiſe an 
Idea of hs own great Importance; I thought it 
Juſtice to the Cauſe of Chriſtianity, to ſhew 
the Strength and Firmneſs of the one; and a 
proper Rebuke to the Vanity of the Artificer to 
point out the Defects of the other. | 

I took Notice, in the firſt Place, of his In- 
conſiſtency in laying this Charge ; declaring 
firſt, that upon the common Foot of Inter- 
pretation, theſe Difficulties were inexplicable; 
and then faying almoſt in the ſame Breath, 
that “he really thought that the Arguments 
% hitherto. brought to ſupport the Hiſtory of 
e this Command, were of great Weight and 
t VAaliDitTyY.” Id. 

Mr. V. now pretends that there is no Incon- 
itency in this; a Point not at all worth diſ- 
puting. For whatever is meant by a valid 
Argument, he, it ſeems, meant nothing at all 
by this Conceſion, but only © to. humour Di- 
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20 The HISTORY of 
e vines like myſelf ||.” And to give full Proof 


that he is in carncſt, at leaſt in his, after ha- 
ving very gravely {ct it forth as * an Employ- 


« ment by no means becoming a Chriſtian | 
% Divine, to endeavour to ſhew the Invali- 
te dity of Arguments profeſſedly brought in | 


ce ſapport of Religion * ,” be falls immedi- 


ately to the Work himſelf, and begins a for- 
mal Attack upon the common Solutions; for | 
which he makes this Excuſe, that he uk f 


© not betray his own Arguments +. ft Mr. 


J. wants an Apology, this is certainly a very | 
bad one. For if it is unbecoming a Chriſtian | 
Divine barely to objec to Arguments frofeſ- | 


ſediy brought to ſupport Religion; it muſt 


be more unbecoming to undertake to 7uſtify | 


{ſuch Objections. But for my own Part, I 


know of nothing that fo well becomes an bo- b 
neſt Man as Plain Dealing; and ſince Mr. V. 
has now thrown off the Diſguiſe, and thinks | 
fit to appear openly as an Advocate for Infidel | 
Objections againſt the Bible Hiſtory ; I muſt 
try the Strength of his Arguments. It is ne- 
ceſſary to the Defence of our common Corifti- 
anity, as thoſe who think no better of Mr. 
W's new Solution than J do, may receive ill 
Impreſſions from the Y/eigbt he has given to the | 
Arguments of Unbelievers. He thinks me too | 
inſign ficant a Winter to be capable, by the 
Weight of my Authority of doing Service to } 
Religion, which may be true. But 1 have 


| Rem. p. 97- Rem. p. 99. + Bid. p. 101. 


But | 


. ABRAHAM faſtified, &c. 21 
not ſo mean an Opinion of him as to think 
him uncapable of doing it Diſſervice, tho', 1 
hope, he will always be uncapable of intend- 
ing it. 

7 o come therefore to the Point ( ſince it 
nt be ſo) the main Queſtion between us is 
this, — Whether this Command to Abraham, 
taken in the common Light, would not have 
« miſled him in his Notions of the divine At- 
* tributes, and the fundamental Principles of 
Ft Morality,” and raiſe in him a Belief, © that 
« human Sacrifices were grateful to the Al- 
mighty. Div. Leg. p. 614. He had in- 
troduced the Deiſts as maintaining the Afir- 
native, for this Reaſon; © becauſe the Acti- 
te on had been commanded. and at the Revo- 
e cation was not condemned; for a fimple re- 
- voking was no Condemnation.” Upon this I 
aſked, © Why the Revocation of the Com- 
© mand in this Caſe, was not a Condemna- 
tion of the Action? And I argued thus; 
If I ſhould tempt you to go and kill your 
next Neighbour, and afterwards come and 
defire you not to do it, would not this after 
Declaration be as good an Evidence of m 
* Diflike to the Action, as the firſt was of 
my Approbation of it? Ves, and a much 
better, as it may be preſumed to have been 
the Reſult of maturer Deliberation. Now, 
* tho* Deliberation and After-thought are 
not incident to God; yet as God in this 
Caſe condeſcended (as you ſay, and very 

2 truly) 
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20 truly) to act after the Manner of Men ; the 


cc 


cc 


Actions, as are uſ:ally put upon the Actions 


* of Men, in like Caſes.” Conid. p. 160, 161, | 
To this Mr. W. now anſwers; That the 
Caſes are by no Means parallel---For that | 
the Murder of our next Neighbour was | 
„ amongſt all the Gentiles of that Time 
eſteemed a high Immorality; buf on the 
contrary, human Sacrifices a very holy and | 


cc 


cc 


* acceptable Part of Divine Worſhip “.“ 


Which is nothing to the Purpoſe, For the | 


moral Nature of the Command enters not at | 


all into the Compariſon, but imply, the natu- 


ral Force and Conſtruction of a Revocation, con- 
ſidered as relative to a prior Order, The re- 
vo ing an Order once given (be the Matter of 


that Order what it will) is, I fay, in common 
Conſtruction, a much better Evidence of a Per- 


ſon's D//{te, than the Order itſelf can be of his 


Approbation. Nor is this Point to be diſputed. 


The Caſes therefore are parallel, ſo far as! 


intended they ſhould be parallel, and fo far as 
the Argument remis them to be ſo. If I 
could have ſuſpected that Mr. V. would not 
have ſeen this ; I ſhould certainly have avoid- 


ed giving him a Handle for a Miſtake which 1 ö 


perceive he is fallen into. For upon this Pre- 
ſumption, that the Compariſon takes in the 


moral Nature of the Action, he charges me 


Kem. p. 103. . 
5 with 


ſame Conſtruction ſhould be put upon his 


ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 23 
with having “ repreſented God as command- 
„ ing AN IMMORAL ACTION;” and yet 
« again, as it were by an After-thought, or- 
« dering it to be forborn BY REASON OF 
«1TS IMMORALITY;” which he ſays is, 
( inpious Jargon a horrid Interpretation *. 


The Gentleman frightens himſelf with Shecrres 


of his own raiſing. With all reaſonable 
Men 1 had taken ſufficient Care to di/tinguiſh 
this from all common Caſes, in faying that 
God (as Sovereign Lord of all) had a juf 
Right to the Life of Jſaac, and might 3 
it away by what Inſtrument he pleaſed. 
Enſid. p. 159, 160. I cannot take away my 
Neohbour s Life, by my own Will, without 
being guilty of an immoral Action ; but T 
may do it at the Command and by the Authority 
of Gor: A Diſtinction which the Heathens 
underſtood, Nero killed his Mother; for 
which wicked Act, Juvenal fays, no Death 
was had enough for him, 


He goes on and ſays, 


* 


Par Agamemnonide crimen : ſed CAUSA F A- 


CIT REM 
DisstMILEN I. Qruippe ile Diis AUCTORI- 

BUS ultor 
Patris erat cajs,-- 


SxaT H 213--17. 


Oreſtes 
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Oreſtes did the ſame Act, but the Circum. 
flances differed. The one did it to gratify his 
own cruel Nature; the other at the Command 


of the Gods, One thing only is neceſſary in 


this Caſe; to be sURE that the Command 
comes from God: And I thought I had Mr. 


Ws Authority to ſay that Abraham nap this | 
Security : For he gives it as the common An- } 
ſwer (in which he ſeems to acquieſce) that 
Abraham © having had much Interconrſe with | 
« God—he concluded that this Command 7 | 
&* facrifice his Son, conveyed to him by the 
lie ſtrong and clear Impreſſion upon bi: 
* Senfes with the reſt, came alſo from the | 
« fame God, Div. Leg. p. 590. But as If 
am now let into a Secret which I knew not | 
before, that Mr. V. can ſometimes ſeem to 
allow, what he does not really believe, only to 
* HUMOUR (as his Phraſe is) fuch Divines as 1 
am; I cannot be ſure that this is not another 
Inſtance of the ſame kind of Complarſance ; | 
and methinks I ſee him ſquinting towards his | 
favourite Hypotheſis (as if nothing efe&ual } 
could be done without it) in the following 
Words which are immediately ſabjoined. | 
* How rational ſoever this Solution be, the 
«© Deiſt perhaps would be apt to tell us, that 
* 1t ONLY puts him in mind of Electra's An- 
% ſwer to Oreſtes, who, ſtaggering in his 
« Purpoſe to kill his Mother as commanded 
% by Apollo, ſays, But if after all, this ſhould | 
« be an EVIL Dæmon, who bent on R i 
„ hatin 


ABRAHAM juſtißed, &c. 25 
« bath aſſumed the Form of a God? She 
« replies, What! an xvi. Dzmon poſſeſs the 
e ſacred Tripod? It is not to be ſuppeſed.” 
Ibid. It is to be anderſtood here that a Deiſt 
would take this to be a very Josliſb Anſwer ; 
and ſo Mr. W. leaves the Matter. And it is 
worth obſerving with what Caution and Ten- 
derneſs he treads, when he comes to reſume 
this Point in his Remarks. He will not ſay, 
that the Arguments offered upon the common 
Foot of Interpretation, to prove that Abraham 
could not doubt of the Author of the Command, 
are SUFFICIENT ; but he fays that © 1F 
* they HAVE any WEAK PARTS, he ſhall 
% leave them to Uibelievers to find out * 
which is the Language of a Man covering him- 
ſeit in the Dark, and entertaining Sentiments 
that he does not care to ſpeak out. But as this 
is a fundamental Point in the Debate, it muſt 
be ſettled before I proceed any farther in Mr. 
I's Objection, | . 
I obſerve then that unleſs Mr. V. will admit 
theſe two Points — That Abraham had ſuffi- 
cient Warrant to believe that it was Gop who 
ipake to him ; and—that God had a Right to 
command him to take away Iſaac's Life; his 
own Hypotheſis will fall to the ground, He 
tells us that the whole Tranſaction was a ſce- 
nical Repreſentation, and had no moral Im- 
port. Be it ſo. A Man upon the Stage may 
af the Part of a Murderer; but if he really 


* Rem. p. 99. . 
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and intentionally kills, it will be an immoral. 


Action, whatever is intended to be repre- 
ſented by it. In like manner, if Abraham had 
not known that God ſpake to him, and been 
cConvinced that he had a Right to make him | 


the Inſtrument of taking away his Son's Life; 


whatever was ined to be repreſented by 1 
that Action, his very Intention to kill him | 
would have been an immoral Afion. If it be i 
ſaid that God had a Right to demand the 
Life of Jſaac; but upon Condition only of re- 
ſtoring him very quickly to his Father; this 
will be denying that God has an abſolute 3 
Right to the Lives of his Creatures ; which | 
1hope is not what Mr. V. intends. For this 
will amount to a Denial of God's Provi- } 
DENCE, which is a perpetual ſtanding In- 
{tance of the Exerciſe of ſuch Authority. God 
might have taken away Jſaac's Life by Sick- 
neſs if he had ſo pleaſed; and what he might 
have done by his own Act, he might do by 
the Act of Abraham as his Inſtrument, There 
is nothing in Caſes of this ſort which will 
-nfer Mutability in the natural Law, in any 
- Senſe in which it can juſtly be ſaid to be un- 
changeable. The natural Law is in this Senſe 
unchangeable, that the ſame Circumſtances } 
put, the ſame Relations will ariſe, and the } 
ſame Duties and Obligations will inceſſantly ; 


flow. But where C:rcumſlances alter, the 


Rule of Behaviour muſt alter too, otherwiſe ? 
the Law weuld be changeable, If A lendsa } 
| | Sum f 


AA uſbifeed, 1 | 27 


105 of Money to B, during Pleaſure ; C would 
have no Right to take it from him by his own 
Will. But if it were ſaid that though A ſhould 
ſend C to demand the Money, B would not 
be bound to deliver it; this would be to make 
the-natural Law a Contradition to itſelf : For 
the firſt Caſe ſuppoſes that every Man has a 
Right to diſpoſe of his Property as he pleaſes; 
the other, that he hath not. Nor, again, do 
Caſes of this ſort imply any claſhing or inter- 
fering between Revelation and Natural Reli- 
gion. It is commonly objected upon this Ar- 
gument, that a Revelation which contradichs 
Natural Religion cannot be from God, Which 
is true, if rightly underſtood. 

As, 1. Suppoſe any pretended Revelation 
ſhould give out a general Law that every Man 
might treat his Neighbour as if he had no Pro- 
perty, and cheat, and ſteal and kill, as he thought 
W fit; it would be impoſſible that ſuch a Revcla- 
|| ton ſhould be from God: Becauſe the Laws of 
Property are ſuitable to the natural State of 
Man, and tend to the Preſervation of the Spe- 
cies; a Law diſſolving Property, unſiitabie, 
and tending to its. Deſtruction. Conſequently 
lub Laws cannot have the ſame Author. 
But it is a very different thing to ſay, that in 
particular Inſtances, and for ſpecial Reaſons of 
Providence, God cannot authorize one Man 
to take away the Life or the Goods of ano- 
ther, The one Caſe ſuppoſes every Man to 
be veſted with arbitrary Dominion over every 

E 2 Man 
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28 The HisTory of _ 
Man, by ſtanding, inberent Right, which in | 


ent 
the Nature of Things cannot be; the other WM liv 
reſerves the ſovereign Dominion in the Hand of WM br 
God to be exerciſed only as he ſees Cauſe, which v. 
in the Nature of Things may and muſt be, 6 
2, When a Thing is abſolutely and toto MW pc 
. genere unlawful, God cannot command it in in 
a ſingle Inſtance; as to be falſe to one's Word, 6 
ar to his Oath. God is himſelf eſſentially Ml an 
true, and therefore he cannot command ano- ttb 
ther to deal falſely. This would be to be 
untrue himſelf, But taking away the Life of MW fu 
another, is not ab/clutely and toto genere un- I. 
lawful, but only as Circumſtances may hap- P 
pen. A Magiſtrate may take away Life in d 
the Adminiſtration of Juſtice, By what Au- ec 
thority ? Is it not by the Authority of Gon, d 
as evident by the natural Law? So will Mr, v 
W. ſay, who reſolves all moral Obligation in- FF tc 


. to the Will of God. If then the Authority In 
of God, as evident by the natural Law, will Un 
juſtify taking away the Life of a Man; why WM t 
will not the Authority of God, as evident by MW x 
Revelation, juſtify it? The Authority is the MW {| 
ſame in both Caſes; and the Manner of con- t 
veying it can make no Difference, But it is MI rt 

all one as to the preſent Purpoſe which Way t 
you reſolve moral Obligation. For take it 1 

f 

| 


the other Way, and ſay, —The Magiſtrate 1 
fees it to be 7:ght and ft to protect the State, 
the Security of which is intruſted to his Care 
by the public Body. He ſees the Inconſſti- 


eney 


ency of ſuffering Thieves and Murderers to 
live, with the public Welfare: Therefore he 
brings them to Juſtice, In hke manner we 
will ſay, Abraham ſaw it right and fif that 
God the Sovereign Lord of all, ſhould diſ- 
poſe of the Lives of all his Creatures accord- 
ing to his good Pleaſure, He knows it is 
Gop that commands him to ſacrifice his Son; 
and therefore he ſacrifices him. Where is the 
the Difference in the two Caſes ? EIS; 

An Unbeliever, perhaps, will ſuggeſt, that 
ſuppaſing it true that God may diſpoſe of the 
Lives of all his Creatures according to his good 
Pleaſure ; ſtill Abraham ought to have had Evi- 
dence that the Command to ſacrifice his Son 
came from God, EQUAL at leaſt to that Evi- 
dence which he had from natural Light, that 
wir hour ſuch a Command, he had no Right 
to put him to Death? And who can ſay he had 
not ſuch Evidence ? In what Way God com- 


municated himſelf to Abraham, we cannot tell ; 


but no Man can deny but that God may, it he 
pleaſes, communicate the Knowledge of him- 
felt to Man, by a Degree of Evidence equal 
to that of Senſe, or any Concluſion in natu- 
ral Reaſon. But I diſpute the t Principle, 
that preciſe Equality in the Degrees of Evi- 
dence is neceſſary in ſuch Caſes. For by the 
ſame Rule that you ſay that the Evidence muſt 
be equal, you ought to ſay that it ſhould be ſu- 
ferior; for an equal Evidence on either Side 
(in this Way of Reckoning) can produce 0 

el 
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Effect. It can only leave the Perſon undoter. 


mined which way to act. But if you will | 
ſtand by this Principle, there will be a full } 


End of all publick Adminiſtration of Juſtice. 
For every Magiſtrate has the ſame Evidence, 


that no Subject ought to be put to death bo l 
he has forfeited his Life by the Laws of his 
Country; that Abraham had, that he ought | 


not to ſlay his Son without God's Command, 
And what ſay you? Can the Magiſtrate, when 
he condemns a Malefactor to Death, have any 
Evidence of his Guilt, /zperior to the Evi- 
dence he has that an innocent Perſon ought 
not to ſuffer? It is impoſſible, even if he faw 
the Fact committed with his own Eyes; a 

Caſe which ſeldom or never happens. But 
the Judge proceeds upon that Kind of Evi- 
dence which is admitted in all other Caſcs, 
and which the Nature of human Adminiſtra- 
tions will allow. By Parity of Reaſon there- 
fore, in this Caſe ; if Abrabam had that Evi- 
dence which in the Nature of it was proper 


and ſufficient to ſhew him that God ſpake re I 


him, to all other Intents and Purpoſes ; i 

would ſuffice to the particular Purpoſe of 15 
ing bis Son; and upon this Principle (and no 
other) will the Yraelites be juſtified in deſtroy- 
ing the zdolatrous Nations, upon the common 
Authority of Moſes's divine Miſſion. If you 
fay that the Nece/iry of Government juſtifies 
the Proceeding of the Magiftrate ; this is con- 


mg that 1 In *he Nature by the Thin 1 , ſuper 107 


Evide nce 


ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 31 
Evidence is not neceſſary; for if it were, no 


Neceſſity could juſtify the diſpenſing with it. 
But if you make Allowances for the Neceſlities 


of Human Government, I hope the Wiſdom of 


God's Government may put in for the ſame 
Claim, which may make it proper for him 
ſometimes to employ Men as his Inſtruments 
for the Deſtruction of Men; which yet it would 
be impolſible for him to do, if ſuperior Evi- 
dence ſhould be inſiſted on as neceſſary. 
Taking it for granted then (in Conſequence 
of the foregoing Argument) that Abraham, 
when in Obedience to the Law of God he 
took the Knife in Hand to flay his Son, was 
engaged in a /awful Action; let us now go on 
with Mr. W's Objections. He is much of- 
tended that I ſhould ſay, that tho' Delibe- 


ration and After-thought are not incident to 


WY © God, yet we are to underſtand his Actions 


« [in ſuitable Caſes] as if they were incident; 
and that I ſhould “ repreſent God as if, in 
* haſte, and before due Deliberation, as com- 
* manding an immoral Action, yet again, as 
* 1t were by an After-thought, ordering it to 
be foreborn, by Reaſon of its Immorality &. 
You ſee now very plainly that the Argu- 
ment is wrong ſtated, The Morality or In- 
morality of the Action is quite out of the 


Queſtion ; as all that Mr. W. ſays about the 


commanding an immoral Action, and ordering 
* Rem. p. 104. 
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it to be foreborn by Reaſon of its Immorality, is 
his own Interpolation, and not my Words. All 


that can truly be charged upon me is, that I | 


have fuppoſed that God is here repreſented as if 


Deliberation and After-thought were incident 
to him; or, as reſolving and unreſolving. And is | 


not this the very Caſc? God commands and 


revokes the Command. What is this but re- 
Preſenting God as reſolving and unreſolving ? | 
Now, if the Scriptures do in Fact repreſent } 
God as if Deliberation and After-thought } 
were incident to him ; why are we not to put | 
a Conſtruction upon his Actions that agrees with | 
ſuch Repreſentations? When God is repre- | 
ſented in Scripture as repenting or grieving, or | 
rejoicing, and the like; do we not always put 
a Conſtrudtion upon his Actions ſuitable to ſuch } 
Repreſentations ſo far as agrees with the divine 
Perfections? Is it not the very Intent of ſuch i 
Repreſentations to make us conceive ſome- | 
thing of God, correſpondent to what happens 
in Men, who are influenced or moved by 
theſe Affections? For Inſtance; when God is 
repreſented as being angry; is it not the Intent 
of ſuch Repreſentation to ſhew us that in ſuch | 
Caſes, and for ſuch Behaviour on the Account 
of which he is ſaid to be angry, we are to ex- 
pet ſevere Treatment from him? When he 
is repreſented as rejzicing and feeling Compla- 
cency in himſelf; is it not the Intent of ſuch | 
Repreſentation to ſhew us, that in ſuch Caſes | 
and for ſuch Behaviour on account of which | 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 33 
he is ſaid to rejoice or be pleaſed, we are to 
expect that he will exerciſe his Providence to- 


wards us in ſome beneficial Manner ? Be this 
admitted, and it will appear, not only that 


my Anfwer ſtands clear of the Charge of In- 


piety, but alſo that no Preſumption will lye 
from this "Tranſaction, that God delighted in 
buman Sacrifices, but a very firong Preſump- 
tion on the contrary; as it always may be 
more ſtrongly preſumed that a Man dz/likes a 
Thing which he forbids, after having once 


commanded it, than if he had never com- 


manded it at all. 
It will be ſaid, perhaps, that it appears from 
the Hiſtory, that God never really intended that 


Abraham Mould kill Jaac, and conſequently 


that there is no Repreſentation of reſolving and 
unreſokving. But how does this appear from the 
Hiſtory ? All that the Hiſtory ſhews is, that 
God did not ſuffer Iſaac to be killed, but accep- 
ted the Intention as if the Thing were done. If 
the Caſe had concerned a King giving Orders 


to put one of his Sz6je&7s to Death, it might 


have been ſuppoſed — his fr/t Intention was 
that Iſaac ſhould be killed, and that he altered 


his Mind afterwards, for any i e the 


Hiſtory ſays to the contrary. But Pecauſe it 
was Gop who gave the Command, we, when 
inſtructed by the Event, that he would not 
accept the Life of Iſaac as a Sacrifice, collect, 


from the Perfections of his Nature, that he 


could not reaily intend the Death of lſaac 


F | 2 nd 


- _ - PR” © — — — —L—uͥͤ — — » - - LM _— $4 1 a2” . = 4 
S 8. 2 2 — ae: EET 
9 — 1 hy * . 0 Fg A 
_ - 9 * > o 2 - NY 
1 


2 


3 — -x - — 2 Lie _ 
: — — m—_— 1 2 
2 ww" b — a, park a v 4 2 : r 2 

— + 2 — 2" > \ 4 = agg" _— SI 1 3% 8 2 — X gems , 2 
. LET i x ep e e —_— 22 er IIS es Me bo - 2 < 
— — _— — 5 " 2 — — — os 
TL: h — — 15 * " —_— 7 TO - * « > : . a 2 3 
- 8 , - "Ti — 5 * — 2 £8 - <> a3 : * E 7 3 2 0 * 7 * 
= . © E 5 S p_ - 8 : 


os. 
— — - 
2 * 
N — 
2 — 
oY 2 — 
* 


1 
— — * * 2 * — 
* * A 
2 323232 ooo 
— of — 
— RE 


4 
4 
4 
- 
* 
py 
1 
"1 
F, 
A 
L 
* 
$ +4 
1 
e 
at 
4 
35 
* 
$1 
14 
= 
FS, 
$174 
27 P 
16728 
1 
ee 
2 
1 
1 
5 
e 
ot 1 
UI 71 
* bi 2 
454" is 
. 4 
15 . 
1 
5 2 
1 
16 60 
1 
13. 7 
177 
1 
WV; 4 
1 
. £ 
4 
* 
ER 
"(6 $a 
1 uy, 
1" a5 
; 5 
5 
1. 
2 
* 
WY » 
dis 
4 * 
77 
40 þ\ 
ol 
; 4 
2 
. 
14 
1 
1 
N [4 


<< __ — 
2. 


— * Lond * 0 
- "74 * 4 p- 4 2 2 A © 
1 . ” p } p 2 * d n 2,4 | - 
« * on w . . A t 7 . * 8 — p 4 — — 4E — Ny 
s " o 4 AC _— — IS als _ - 4 * — 1 — ** — — — ** — n — "Re" . 2 
: ——> ==; —— — x A a : 2 wer — _ « , 5 2 * Rs — Ip age 
— eh os you... 4 6 po rr e I Sos * 4s — e 2 * = 2 222 To 0. D, 
Pres N = 4% 2 1 are. +, $A W A 8 Pr, ag 3 * 2 1 - 2 Xx. — — Low EE = — 5 SB A = 1 2 — I " #4 * 2 A 
3 : 2 4 2 A 2 Y 8 2 Co ww O : — X 2 — * — 5 A = 7 * =, : . ＋ . . 8 Sm N 
1 BD — I 2 4 * = 2. - Þ. 83 4 4 . * — - <— An. — — —- P. _ 2 — . N 31 © * 0 K 
* ? ö * * — — 5 — 1 942 <= 2 — - <.- 2 ty — 3 = — — IR = e —— . 1 — <= — p » - * FT: * y 


— — 

— 2 — 
5 
- 8 


— — 


— — — — — — — 
2 2 = — ey "X : 2 * > 
I 1 — 8 * — — > » "© IR” 
I, * — 22 F 0 55 I" 
. ̃² ad-== Me =ILIN Ss EIS 
< 25 * * . — * 97 . k 
> SF — — 5 2 1 * - 
3 — = > — * : 
= ps 30 r 4 — * . . : 
* — 2 = 2 
» S —— — — 
— ther — . = 3 * 2 2 ry 
: Ww— 1 » — — 2 9 2 —— . 
- ok 2 — G 8 8 DK a gms — . — 
— *. 8 x 4 8 
22 3 my 2 4 * „ we OD - ” + — "hs : : f ＋ 
. — 4 n y 
: 8 ws. R. : 1 5 * 


— 3 A 
EY - Mn 8 


22 


And by the ſame Way we collect, that God 
can neither repent nor be grieved, nor rejoice, 
&c. and yet this abates nothing of the Con- 
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ſtruction we put upon the Actions of God, in 
Conſequence of ſuch Repreſentations. After 
all; I am not ſure that there will not be 
ſorneth' ing in this Caſe that will offend Mr, 


W's Delicacy ; who may think it perhaps as 
great an Jmpiery to impute D/ſimulation to 


God, as Deliberation and A/ter-thought, If 
this ſhould be the Caſe, I muit be content. I 
cannot alter my Bible to pleaſe him. But in 
every Shape his Objection mult end in nothing, 
For what Conſtruction could poflibly ariſe in 
favour of human Sacrifces from this Tranſ- 
action, when the Event, compared with the 


natural Notions we have of the Deity, ſo plain- 


ly ſhewed, that nothing was ever intended to 
the Hurt of //azc ? It would rather look as 
a Rebuke to the cruel Superſtition of thoſe 


Times (if human Sacrifices are of fo early a 


Date) when in the /ingle Inſtance in which 
God ever commanded any ſuch Sacrifice, he 
refuſed to accept it. It is thus that this Caſs 
has been reſolved by the learned Biſhop Cum— 
berland, who ſays, that © the direF and chief | 
% End of Moſes in recording this Hiſtory of 
Abraham's Trial, was to sHEW that God 
doth PERFECTLY ARO that any thould 
go about to expreſs their Affection to him, 
* by offering up the Fruit of their Bodies, or 
any Man s Blood in ſacrifice to him.“ How 
does 


cc 


cc 


= 


does the Caſe ſhew this? Why thus“ An 
« Angel's Voice is heard by him, forbidding 
1 him to do any Hurt to his Son---and by 
« ſpecial Providence a Ram is caught and ſub- 
« ſtituted in his Place: Which Things being 
„the laſt Iſue of the Trial, po suπρHα]α] that 
God's Intent thereby was to make a so- 
LEMN DECLARATION that a cheaper Sa- 
crifice was more 2% . 
on Sanchoniatho, p. : 

We are now led to he famous Caſe of Tph:- 
genia, which M. V. firſt put into the Hands 
of Infidels, and now takes back into his own, 
with Intention to prove (what he expreſly de- 
clares to be his Opinion) that the Revocation 
of the Command was NOT an effectual 
cCondemnation * of the Practice of Hu- 
man Sacrifices. In his Divine Legation, 
p. 614. he had ſtated the Argument thus: 
A ſimple revoking, was no Condemnat on, 
e but would be more naturally eſteemed a 
peculiar Indulgence. Thus the Pagan Fable 


of Tphigenza, did not make Idolaters believe 
© that ſhe therefore abhorred human Sacri- 


* fices, they having been before perſuaded of 


the contrary.” 

I defire the Reader to take Notice that the 

Queſtion 1 is concerning a SIMPLE Revocation 

Ca Revocation unattended with any Cir- 

*: Nom: p es. 
F 2 cuniſtauces 
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cumſtances to ſhew the Will of God concern- 

ing Human Sacrifices) for such the Revoca- 
tion of the Command to Abraham is here ad- 
mitted to have been. But now the Gentleman 


changes his Note, and ſays, that the Stop 


put to the Sacrifice of Iſaac is (in the Caſe 
& Moſes puts) REPRESENTED as a FAvO UR“. 
You have it again in more ſtrong Terms a 


few Pages after. Abraham (ſays he) re- 


*© ceives the Command; and on the Point of 
«© Performance has it countermanded as a | 
© FavouR. .A CIRCUMSTANCE in the Re- 
ce vocation, which I muſt beg the Examiner's | 
Leave to INSIST upon; eſpecially when I | 
find him fo ſlippery as at every Turn to for- 
© get it“. The Reader will ſoon perceive | 


A 


who is the ſlippery Gentleman, Mr. V. or I. 


If there was any ſuch Circumſtance i in the Re- | 
vocation, as he pretends ; it muſt appear in } 
Moſes's Hiſtory, or there will be no Foun- | 
dation for what he ſays. But is there 
one Word or Syllable in the Hiſtory, to ſhew | 
that God's not accepting a human Sacrifice | 
from Abraham was meant as a Favour o 
him ? The Hiſtory does indeed repreſent God | 
as declaring himſelf SATISFIED by Abraham's | 
INTENTION, of the Sincerity of his Faith and 
Obedience, which is given as the Reaſon why 
the Execution was ſtopped. Lay not thine j 
Hand upon the Lad, neither do thou any Thing | 
unto him, FOR Now I KNow that thou fear- 
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| ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 37 
e God, &c. Gen. xxii. 12. But this ſurely is 
a very different Thing from repreſenting the 
not accepting a human Sacrifice as a FavouR 
to Abrabam, i. e. as an Indulgence or Exemp-- 
tion from common Rules, which was the Caſe 
in the Matter of higenia, to which he com- 
pares it. If this had been the Caſe here, 
the Practice of human Sacrifices would have 
ſtood e7ablifhed by it as the Law of Gop ; for 


Exceptions to general Rules in particular Caſes, 


and in Favour of particular Perſons, are an A 
frmation of the Rules themſelves. Reſtoring 
then the Queſtion to its original State, and ſup- 
poſing (what the Truth is) that there is nothing 
in the Hiſtory to ſhew us whether God did or 
did not approve of human Sacrifices, but mere- 
y the Revocation of the Command; the Point 
will be, what is the natural Conſtruction of 
this Revocation, Mr. . fays, it would 
naturally be eſteemed a pculiar Indulgence, 
« as when Diana ſubſtituted a Hind in the 
Place of higenia; which did not make 
„ Idolaters believe that ſhe therefore abhorred 
« human Sacrifices.” To which I have re- 
plied, (Confid. p. 161.) © Buthave not you 
* aſſigned a very proper and ſufficient Rea- 
ſon why it did not, vz. that they had been 
** beforehand perſuaded of the contrary ? 


«© Where human Sacrifices make a Part of 


cc 


* the ſettled, ftanding Religion; the Refuſal 


* 
* 


to accept a human Sacrifice in one particular 
| = « Inſtance 
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r Inſtance, may indeed rather be looked up- 


Declaration againſt the Thing in gross. 


% Not ſo, where the Thing is commanded | 
* but in one fingle Inſtance, and the Com- 


* mand revoked in that very Inſtance.” 


What Anſwer have we to this? Why look to | 
the Appendix to the firſt Part of Mr, J's Re- 
marks, and there you have it in ſhort. © This | 
looks like Senſe—But it betrays the groſſeſt 
< Ignorance of Antiquity. At this very Time | 
human Sacrifices had overſpread the Super. 
« ſtition of Canaan. And thence it is that | 
the Deiſts Argument receives its Force. | 
% The Family of Abraham, who found the | 
fame Practice commanded him, which they | 
© ſaw eſteemed by all the Pagans round about 
(a Practice, as appears from Scripture, not | 
e poſitively forbidden, but by the Law of 
* Moſes) would, in the Caſe put, be natu- | 
* rally tempted to think as favourably of it as | 
* thoſe Pagans, who underſtood that Diana 
« required Ipbigenia, tho' ſhe accepted a Hind | 
<* in her Stead.” Pp. 139. His Avſwer in his 
Remarks (which takes up near three Pages) 


cc 


cc 


being to the ſame Effect, I ſhall not repęat any 
farther than to obſerve, that he here cites a 
Paſſage from the noble Author of the Cha- 
« racteriſticꝭs; importing that it appears that 
« he [Abraham] was under ns extreme Sur— 
« prize on this trying Revelation; nor did be 


& fink 


on as a particular Indulgence, than as a 


ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 39 
« think of expoſtulating in the leaſt on this Oc- 


« cafton ; when at another Time he could be ſo 
« 7mportunate for the Pardon of an inhoſp1- 


« table, impious and inceſtuous City; INS IN U- 


« AT ING hereby [ſays Mr. V.] that this 
« Kind of Sacrifice was a Thing he' had been 
« accuſtomed to. Now the noble Author ob- 
« ſerves this upon the Examiner's, that is, the 
« common, Interpretation, And I believe on 
« that Footing, he, or a better Writer, would 
« find it difficult to enervate the Objection *. 
| The Reader obſerves the Jet of this Argu- 
ment. I had granted that it human Sacri- 
fees in Abraham's Time had made a Part of 


Tus ſettled landing Religion; the Refuſal to 


accept ſuch a Sacrifice in one particular In- 
lance, might have been interpreted as a parti- 


mar Indulgence. To this Mr. V. anſwers, 
that n Fact this was the Caſe, for that at 
this very Time, human Sacrifices had over- 
ſpread the Superſtition of Canaan ; and in 
Proof of his it is that the Author of the Cha- 
acteriſticks is cited as inſinuating that Abra- 
tam muſt have been accuſtomed to ſuch Kind 
of Sacrifices, upon Reaſons which Mr. V. 
thinks cannot be anſwered upon the Footin 

of the common Interpretation. Be this then 
dur firſt Point.--- Were human Saciifices older 


than Abraham's Time; or were they not? 
As to the Reaſons ſuggeſted by the noble Au- 


hor (which are the only Evidence that Mr. 
* Rem, D. 108. 
| FF. 
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I. has thought fit to produce) they prove no- 
thing; tho' Mr. Vs Treatment of that Author 
is a full Proof how little he (diſtinguiſhes Pei- 
ſons or Things. He had cited this Paſſage be- 


fore in his Div. Leg. p. 620: and upon it ſays, | 
te that the noble Anthor — has ſhewn as much | 
IGNORANCE as MALEVOLENCE [i. e. great | 
* Ignorance and Malevolence] when he ſup. | 
<< poſed that Abraham's ſhewing no extreme | 
« Surprize on this trying Revelation was fiom | 
the favourable Notion he had of human 


cc 


cc 


& Sacrifices. 


Ido not think that the Author of the Cha- 
racteriſtichs has deſerved ſo well of Religion 
as to be entitled to his Complements : But | 
had not Mr. V. been extremely habituated to 
ul Language, the very Stile he gives him | 
would have put him in Mind that ſome De- 
to his high Rank and Character. But the 


: I 
7 


Charge 1s palpably 2nju/#. The noble Au- 


cency was to be uſed towards him, in regard 


thor had only the common Account of this 
Tranſaction before him, according to which Mr. 
M. contends that the Objection is right; and 
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where is the Ignorance in not ſecing a Solu- 
tion which never entered into the Heart of 


Man till many Years after he was dead! Does 
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Mr. W. who plumes himſelf fo much upon this 


Diſcovery, think that every Man was a Fool, 
who had written upon the fame Subject before 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 41 

He might have ſaid with Decency as well as 
Truth, that the noble Author's Infinuation 
goes too faſt ; and I can ſay ſo as well as he, 
The noble Author ſays, that 1T APPEARS 
that [Abraham] was under No extreme 
“ Surprize on this trying Revelation &.“ If 
he had ſaid, that it Dots NoT APPEAR that 
Abrabam was under any extreme Surprize, 
he would have faid what the Caſe really is. 
The Scripture takes 20 Notice whether he was 
or was not under any great Surprize, and 
therefore you may give him as much of it 


as you have Occaſion for, very conſiſtently 
with the Truth of the Hiſtory : For it is not 


neceſſary to be ſuppoſed, that Hiſtory ſhould 


take Notice of every Paſſion Men feel upon 
trying Occaſions. It may very well be left to 
be underſtood, that Men will naturally feel the 
Sentiments of Men. Of no greater Weight is 
it, that we read of no Expoſtulations on the 
Part of Abraham in Behalf of his Son, as in 


the Caſe of Sodom and Gomorrah ; for the 


Caſes widely differ” God did not open to A- 
braham preciſely what he intended to do with 
thoſe wicked Cities ; but only ſaid ſo much as 
was ſufficient to let him know that Judgment 
was determined. Becauſe the Cry of Sodom 
and Gomorrah is great, and becauſe their Sin 
is very grievous ; I will go down now and ſee, 
whether they have done altogether according to 
* CharaQeriſt, Vol. III. Miſe. 2. C. 3. 
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42 The HISTORY FC 


the Cry of it—and if not I will know. Gen. 


xviii. 20, 21. For ought that Abraham knew, 
they might yet be within the Reach of Mercy ; ; 


and in this Caſe, he might very properly in- 


terceed for them. But what has this to do 
with the Caſe of IJſaac, who did not ſtand 
as a Sinner before God, to be puniſhed for his 


Sins, but was demanded of bis Father to be 
offered up as a Sacrifice, as an Acknowledg- 


ment of his Sovereign Dominion over all his 
Creatures? Every one muſt feel the Impro- 
priety of expoſtulating with God in ſuch a 


Caſe as this, as it would have inferred a Re- 


luftancy to do that Homage to his Maker which | 
he required; which would have deſtroyed that 


Perfection of Reſignation of which he was in- 


tended to be made the Example. 


There is no Evidence then from the Scrip- 


ture Hiſtory, that Abrabam had been ac- 


cuſtomed to human Sacrifices, or that human 
Sacrifices were known in his Time. And 
where next are we to go for Proof? Phih 
Judieus mentions it as the Opinion of ſome, 
that in the Days of Abraham human Sacri- 
fices were a very common Thing ; and upon 


this Hint Sir Joh Marſham takes up the No- 


tion, but (unfairly) omits to take Notice, that 


Phils, in his own Judgment, was on the other 
Side of the Queſtion. The Words of Phils 
are very expreſs; for he ſays (in direct Op- 
poſition to this Opinion) that neither in Baby- 
lon, nor in Meſopotamia, nor in —_ 

here 
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was this Cuſtom kn:wn, and that he was @gwro;, 
THE FIRST Author or Beginner of a new and 
unheard of Example *, Mr. V. tells us (Div. 


| Leg. p. 341.) that Sir John Marſham has 


given but too many Marks of Diſaffection 
* to revealed Religion.” I ſuppoſe. he does 
not reckon this Opinion as one of thoſe Marks, 


becauſe he has eſpouſed it himſelf. When he 


has given us his Reaſons for this, I ſhall be ve- 


ry ready to pay due Regard to them ; but for 
ought that I can ſee | at preſent, it is very far 
from being a clear Point from Antiquity, that 
Sir John Marſham, and thoſe that have fol- 
lowed him, are in the right. For upan what 
Authority do they build? Why, the princi- 
pal Evidence is from a Fragment of Sancho- 
matho's Phenician Hiſtory, preſerved to us in 
Euſebius, where it is ſaid, that © when there 


* was a Plague and Mortality, Cronus [or Sa- 


turn] made his only Son a whole Burnt- 
* offering to his Father Ouranus. But Mr. 
W. very well knows that there are Writers of 
the-greateſt + Note in Learning, who are of 
Opinion that this Story of Cronus is nothing 
elſe than the very Hiſtory of Abraham, inter- 


* Ehog % &y To ki ,, Badu, Mecordlanla, Ky To 
LA f Dvog & MARS Xs i obs ir Ky EolwTe TO og. 
- "Arc (0) e WewTo5 Goyedlas nawiilate, H, To 
2296. Phil. Tud, Op. Grzc. Ed, Paris. 1552. pag. 255 

Grotius, Scaliger, Stillingflect, and others. | 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 43 
where Abraham ſpent a great Part of his Life, 
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44 The Worn of 


mixed and blended with fabulous J. n 
and there is this ſtrong Circumſtance to ſup. 


port this Opinion, that this Cronus, whom t 
Sanchonatho reports to have ſacrificed his Son, h 
is alſo reported in the ſame Fragment, to have l 
ce circumciſed himſelf in his Privities, and to b 
e have forced his Auxiliaries to do the ſame ;” t 


which was the very Caſe of Abraham, of b 
whom the Scripture ſays, that he was circum- 
ciſed himſelf, and, that, all the Men of his | 
Houſe, born in the Houſe, and bought with | 
Money of the Stranger, were circumciſed with | 
bim. Gen. xvii. 27. Beſides, who ſhall an- | 
A {wer for Sanchoniatho? That he was ſome f 
Centuries later than Moſes, all are agreed; and 
where he had his Materials, or of What Cre- 
dit and Authority they were, no Mortal can 
tell. And upon the whole, whoever reads | 
this Fragment will ſee, that it has much the | 

Air and Caſt of a fabulous Hiſtory ; not to WM 
mention that there are not wanting Men ot | 
great Learning who have thought that this 
Hiſtory of Sanchoniatho was a mere Forgery 
of Philo Biblius *, I have no Occaſion to en- 
ter into this Diſpute ; nor will I charge every | 
Man who holds the Opinion that human Sa- 
crifices were older than 45raham, with being 
 difſaffefted to revealed Religion. Biſhop Cum- | 
berland was of this Opinion. He makes Cronus | 
to be Ham; and upon the Strength of what | 1 

* Ds: el Jandale. 1 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 45 
Corphyry hath ſaid, v/z. that Cronus himſelf, 
in this followed an o Cuſtom, is inclinable to 
think that human Sacrifices were in Uſe, ever 
before the Flood. But it is ſtrange, that if Ido- 
latry was one of thoſe Abominations which 
brought the Flood upon the Earth, the $ Scrip- 
ture "ſhould * ſay nothing of it. It is certain, 
by the Diſtinction paid to Noah and his Fami- 
7 that zhey (however) were not infected with 
; and it 1s not very credible that Ham ſhould 
bmſelf have been the Reviver of an Impiety 
for which he had ſeen the whole World de- 
ſtroyed. Theſe are ſtrong Objections againſt 
this Opinion: And yet I think it bears ſo hard 
upon the Scripture Hiſtory of Abraham, that 
every true Friend to Revelation will defire to 
ſce it very plainly made out before he will ac- 
cept it. Do but remember with what So- 


lemnity this Tranſaction is introduced in the 


| Book of Geneſis. And it came to paſs after 
theſe Things, that God DID TEMPT Abraham, 
&c. Obſerve likewiſe the high Marks of Ap- 
probation and Eſtecm given to Abraham's O- 
bedience in this Caſe. By MYSELF Have I 
SWORN, ſaith the Lord, for BECAUsE THOU 
HAST DONE THis TrninG, Cc. What can 
any reaſonable Man think? Is it likely that 
ſuch a Parade would have been made about a 
very common Thing? How was Abraham = 
on this Foot a greater Example of Piety, ii 
reſpect of his God Jehovah, than the 3 
Worſhippers were in reſpect of thoſe falſe 
Deities, 
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46 The HISTORY of 


Deities, who (as we are now taught to believe) 


were cuſtomarily ſerved by the ſame Sacrifices ? 


| Nay; how was he not a %% ? For Abraham 


(as Mr. V. will have it) believed that his 


Son ſhould be reſtored to him again; whereas 
the Heathens ſacrificed their Children without 


Hopes of ever ſeeing them more. 


I do not wonder, therefore, that thoſe who | 

— ſhould be 
fond of this Notion ; far in Proportion to the 
 Commonneſs of the Thing, the Merit of the 
Action ins. The learned Prelate before men- 
tioned, did not ſee the Thing in this Light; 
but the Objectors in Philo (of whom he ſays, | 
that they * found more Pleaſure in Cenſure 
than in Commendation) did; and aſk, why ſuch | 
Encomiums beſtowed upon Abraham, as if he 


are for diſparaging the 


had done ſomething new and unheard of before, 
when he did no more than what private Men, 


and Kings, and even whole Nations had done g 
upon Occaſion +? I cannot ſee but that the 


Objection would be juſt if it were true. Uſe 
and Cuſtom may efface the ſtrongeſt Impreſſi- 
ons of human Nature, as we ſee in a great 
many Inſtances ; but to be the i Example of 
ſuch a Deed, is that Act of Heroiſin which the 
Scripture repreſents it to be, unleſs you ſup- 
poſe a Man prepared for it by a long and ge- 
neral Habit of Wickedneſs and Barbarity, 


* O. oye we £mhing U Offs. 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 47 
which no doubt was what ade Way for this 


practice whenever it began, but which is ut- 


terly irreconcileable with the Character of 
Abraham in every Part of it. 


All this confidered, I am ſtill more ſurprized | 


at Mr. J's Treatment of the Author of the 
haracteriſtichs, for “ ſuppoſing that Abra- 
© ham's ſhewing no extreme Surprize on this 
„trying Revelation, was from the favourable 


— 


* mon among the Inhabitants of Paleſtine 
© and other neighbouring Nations.” Mr. V. 
plainly ſaw (or thought he ſaw) the Reflexton 
couched under this Obſervation ; and upon 
this it is that the Charge of Malevolence ſtands, 
or it ſtands upon nothing. But does not He him- 
ſelf agree with this Author, that human Sacri- 
hices were COMMON in thoſe Countries in Abra- 
bam's Time, and made a Part of the Pagan 
| Religion in which he had been bred? And 
muſt it not then be ſuppoſed that he had, 


* 


when he was called, a favourable Notion of "hg 


man Sacrifices Yes: ; but this was not he 
Cauſe of Abraham's ſhewing no Surprize — 
And what if it was t? As Mr. V. has 


lated the Fact, T do not fee but that the 


noble Author's Account is as good as hs. But 
ſuppoſe it were not ſo. Where is the MAL E- 
YOLENCE to Religion in the noble Author's 
Account, which is not his own The Sting of 
this Opinion lies here, that it diſcredits the 


<ripture Hiſtory, by raking away the / erior 


Merit 


Notion he had of 1 Sacrifices, ſo com- 
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Merit of Abrabarrs Obedience. And does 


not Mr. Wes Hypotheſis take it away as ef- 
fectually? He ſays that Abraham ſhewed no 
Surprize, becauſe “ he underſtood the Com- 


„% mand to be a Communication of that My- | 


« ſtery, which he had fo earneſtly requeſted 
* to be informed of, and that TJaac muſt 
* needs at length come ſafe and unhurt from 


«© that ſcenical Repreſentation.” How little 
Merit is left to Abrabam upon this Foot, I have | 
already ſhewn ; and if Mr. W. does not yet | 
ſee this Caſe in the ſame Light that I do (as 
perhaps he may not) he ſhould for the future | 


be more cautious in his Cenſures ; leſt the Pub- 


lick ſhould be of Opinion, that the only Point 1 
in Conteſt between theſe two Writers is, 
which of them has been 20.1 ingenious in doing 4 


Miſchief to Religion, 


Mr. W. had a particular Reaſon to have ; 
been kind to the Author of the Charafer- 


i/ticks as (not improbably) he was beholden | 
to him for the fundamental Principle upon 
which his grand Fabrick is to be erected, the 
n9 Knowledge of a future State among the 
| Jews. I he learned Gentleman has indeed 
cited for this Opinion Chriſtian Divines of 
_ great Note, ſuch as Grotius, Epiſcopius, and 


Our learhed Biſhop Bull ; in which am ſur- 
prized at his great Inadvertency (äf it 7s Inad- 


vertency.) For does not Grotius, in the very | 


Paſſage cited, limit his Aſſertion to the Di- I 


ferta Legis; the Things exprefly contained in 
te | 


a 


ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 49 


the Law of Moſes? Does not Eprſcoprius ob- 


ſerve the ſame Limitation, and very plainly 

diſtinguiſh between the Promiſe made by the 
Law, and the Promiſes contained in the Cove- 
nant made with Abraham, Jſaac and Jacob? 
And has 1t not been inconteſtably proved in 


the Examination, that Biſhop Bull has granted 
that Knowledge of a future State to the Jews, - 


by the Abrahamic Covenant, which he has de- 


nied to them by any Promiſe contained in the 
Law ?--But in the Charat#eriſticks, I find Mr. 


Weis Principle delivered in the very Terms of 
the Divine Legation ; for ſpeaking of the Ixw- 
ISH RELIGION, the noble Author ſays, that 


it TAUGHT No future State, nor EXH1- 


* BITED ANY Rewards or Puniſhment, BE- 


* s1DES ſuch as were temporal, and had re- 


ſpect to the written Law.“ Eſſay of Mit, &c. 
Part 2. Sect. 3. It may be excuſed in the noble 
Author (who is to be preſumed not to have been 
much converſant in Theological Queſtions) 
to take his Notions of the whole Religion of 
the Jews, from what is contained in the Law 
of Moſes. But it is unpardonable in Mr. W. 
(a Divine by Profeſſion) to ſet himſelf up as 
the Author of a new Syſtem in Divinity, be- 
fore he had taken Care to acquaint himſelf with 
the old one; and I muſt beg to be excuſed in 
ſaying, that it is a much Grossr.R 16N0- 
RANCE than not knowing that h»man Sacri- 
Aces were older than Abraham, of Which he 
himſelf knows as little as 1 Fg tho' he talks 
with as much Poſitiveneſs about it, as if he 


H had 
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De HISTORY F 
had ved in thoſe Times, and had been Tafel 
from the dead give us Information. 


- Butto return; my main Defence is this, that 
Mr. W. has quite miſtaken the Force of my Ar- 


gument. If 1 had ſaid, that human Sacrifices 


were not in Uſe in Abraham's Time, the Reader 
{ces I ſhould have had great Authorities to ſup- 


— me. But the Truth is, I have not ſaid one 


ord about the Heathen Worſhip in Abra- 
ham's Time, nor had I any Thing to do with 
it. Mr. V. had drawn a Parallel between the 
Caſe of Iphigenia (who, as heathen Writers 
tell us, was deſtined as a Sacrifice to Diana) 
and this Caſe of Abraham ; and his Argument 
from the Compariſon is, that as, In the firſt 
Caſe, the Revocation of the Command was 
not underſtood by the Heathens of thoſe Times, 
as a 3 againſt human Sacrifices in 
general, but as an Indulgence in that particu- 
lar Inſtance; a mere Revocation in the latter 
Caſe could not admit, or at leaſt would not 
enforce, any larger Conſtruction. I troubled 
not myſelf with the Truth of the Fact (which 
is of no manner of Conſequence) but took it 
as Mr. I. had repreſented it, and thus re- 
plicd ; © Where human Sacrifices make a 
Part of the ſettled, ſtanding Religion, the 
Refuſal to accept, &c.—But where a Thing 
was commanded but in one ſingle Inſtance, 
** and the Command revoked in that very 


cc 


40 


<« Inſtance, ſuch Revocation, Gc. Alt is evi- 


dent that the firſt Part of this Sentence relates 
to the Cale, of Tphigenia, who was deſtined 
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to be as a Sacrifice to a heathen Deity, at 


a Time when it is admitted that human Sa- 
crifices did make a Part of the ſettled, ſtand- 
ing Pagan Worſhip. It is as evident, that the 


latter Part refers to the Caſe of Abrabam, con- 


ſidered as the Worſhipper of the one true God 
Jehovah, who had commanded a human Sacri- 


hce in Zthat one Inſtance, but never in any 


ther. What now has the Argument to do 


with the heathen Worſhip in the Days of 4 


braham 2 Or what Uſe can Mr. V. make of 


it, ſuppoſing it ſhould be granted him that 
3 Sacrifices were ſo old? If it could have 


been alledged, that BFFORE Abraham was 
called to offer up his Son, human Sacrifices 


had been made a ſettled, ſtanding Part of Re- 


ligion among the Worſhippers or THE GOD 
Jenovan, the Caſe would have been full in 


Point, But to fay that they were a ſettled 
ſtanding Part of Religion at that Time among 
the Worſhippers of OTHER Gops, is faying 
nothing. For be the Fact admitted; and let 
it be ſuppoſed that Abraham himſelf had bee 
accuſtomed to human Sacrifices, whilſt an Id 
later ; he could never have inferred from hon 


that they would be acceptable to the God 7e- 


hxvah. For when God called Abraham from 
his Kindred, and his Father's Houſe, he 
muſt be underſtood as warning him to ge- 


nunce the Idols of his Family, I am the 


ALmicGuTyY Gop, walk before M and be 


thou perf cr. Gen, xvii. 1, Serve ME and no 
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ceptable to the Gods whom he had renounced 
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 oTUER God. Among the Heathen Gods 


there was Interco;mmunity, each allowing the 
other's Worſhip. But the true God would 
have no Partners with HM; and how then 
ſhould it enter into Abraham's Mind that 


human Sacrtifices could be acceptable to HIM? 
Becauſe they were acceptable to the Id Gods, 


do you ſay ? What? Becauſe they were ac- 


Quite the contrary ! For Abrabam having re? 
nounced all other Gods, he muſt be under- 
ſtood as having renounced their MWorſbip too, 


any farther than as God, by ſpecial Notice, ö 


ſhould think fit to make it a Part of his own. 
And ſo at laſt the whole muſt be left to reſt 
upon the Reſolution of this ſingle Tranſaction, 
conſidered as ſeparate from all Heathen Cu- 


ſtoms that then prevailed, But Mr. W. J ſup- 


poſe, found it the eafier Taſk to raiſe a Duſt, 


and to hide himſelf under the dark Cloud of | 
Antiquity, than to come out fairly into the 


Field, and give a proper and pertinent An- 
ſwer. | . N 
I have ſaid what I have to offer in Defence 


| of the Hiſtory of Abraham againſt the Ob- 


jections of Unbelievers, and of Mr. V. (in 
TH1s PolxT) their aviwed Patron and Ad- 
w5cate, And now let me aſk him one plain 
Queſtion ; will he at laſt agree 201th me or will 


he be on 7:e injide! Side of the Queſtion ? He 
has given his Anſwer ezce already--** If this 


* be my Alternative, /t anima mea cum Phi- 


« Jofophts, 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 53 


( Joſophis, they are much better Company *. 
What does the Gentleman fay ? Pm11.050- 


?HERS!, How come the Deiſts (whom he 
every where ſets forth in the moſt contemptible 
Light) all of a ſudden to ſtart up Pr1r.0s0- 
PHERS? Are we to ſuſpect here another Caſt 


of his Complaiſance ; and that he has beſtowed 


hard Words upon Unbelievers, only to 
humour Bigots * This will be a proper Que- 
Aon for him to anſwer ; what I obſerve is, 
that here is a plain Confeſſion, that if he 
could ſee this Caſe no otherwiſe than in the 
common Light, he could not be a CHRISTIAN, 
Perhaps he may think better of it ; but if he 
ſtil adheres to his new Solution, and can re- 
concile it with the Notion of a TR1AL ; unſup- 
ported as it is, let him take it. I have no 
farther Exceptions againſt it, as it is now ex- 
plained; and To HI, it will be of the 
GREATEST CONSEQUENCE. My great Ob- 
jection againſt Mr. Vs Account was, that as 
this Information was intended for Abraham's 


ſole Uſe, it left the Family of Abraham, (that 


is the whole Body of the People of God at that 


Time) under the full Force of the common 


Objection, which he had thought fit to repre- 


ſent as inſuperable ; for they being preſumed 


to have known nothing of this ſcenical Repre- 


ſentation, could ſee this Tranſaction no other- 


wife than in the common Light. And 
Mr. W. had treated the Family of Abraham, 
* Rem. P:. 127. | 
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as informed of the Scenery of this Tranſaction; 


for he had ſaid with reſpect to them as well 


as to Abraham, that © all the Conſequence | 


that could be deduced from it was only this, 
te that the Son of God ſhould be offered up 


% for the Sins of Mankind.“ Div. Leg. p. 


618, 619. This Inconſiſtency of Mr. V. in 


firſt confining the Knowledge of Chriſt's $a. | 
crifice to Abraham ; and then in the Courſe of | 
his Argument, extending it to his whole BR : 
mily I took notice of, and defired him to take | 
bis Choice, which Opinion he would ſtand by. 


Confid. p. 168. He has now taken his Choice, 
and ſays, © if by Abraham's Family he [the 


Examiner] means, thoſe who reſided with 2 
* him under his Tents, I ſuppoie them ac- | 


ce quainted with the true Import of the Com- 


mand *. This clears up the Difficulty, and! 
with Mr. V. Joy ; but at the fame Time it 
opens a new Scene, and will enable us to explain 
to the Reader in what Condition he has left his 
main Queſtion, touching the Knowledge of the 
Doctrine of a FUTURE STATE among the | 


"CUM. 


* Rem. P · 1305 131. 


But before J enter upon this Point, I muſt 
requeſt the Reader's Forbearance, whilſt Ijuſt | 
take Notice of another Uſe, which he pro- 
poſed from his Account of the Cafe of x 54 : 
bam, which was; to ſhew ©* the Dependency } 
petween the two Diſpenſations, that, under | 
the Old Teſtament, and this, under the New. 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 5 3 
as to which, having admitted that the Tranſ- 
action in Queſtion was typical of the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt, 1 ſaid, that it would have © the 
« fame Efficacy to ſhew this Dependency, 
« whether Abraham had thereby any Infor- 
« mation of the Sacrifice of Chriſt or not, 
« For that this does not ariſe from Abraham's 
Knowledge, or any Body's Knowledge, at 
the Time when the Tranſaction happened, 
but from the Similitude and Correſpondency 
© between the Event and the Tranſaction by 
« which it is prefigured, which is exactly 
the ſame upon either Suppoſition.” Mr. 
V. does not like this Account. But where is 
the Fault? Why, granting in the firſt Place, 
that “the Dependency between the two Diſ- 
= © penfations, does No ariſe from Abraham's 
Knowledge, &c.” he tells me, that it ariſes 
from God's IN TEN IoN that this com- 
manded Action ſhould import, or repreſent 
the Sacrifice of Chriſt *,” Agreed, But 
% whom is this Intention to be made out? 
Why to Unbelievers; for it is for their Con- 
viction that he is to ſhew the Harmony be- 
ween both Diſpenſations in this Tranſaction, 
which he calls © the ve, Inſtance of it that 
© ever was given.” Very good. But how 
wil he prove- to an Unbcliever, that it was 
God's Intention that this Tranſaction ſhould 
port or repreſent the Sacrifice of Chriſt ? 1 
rould fend him to the Suh, and Cor- 
reſkendericy between this Tranf Clion, and the 
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56 The HISTORY of 
Event, as now opened to us by Chriſt's Death, 


No, fays Mr. V. © a Similitude and Cor. | 
« reſpondency between the Event and the 
Tranſaction which prefigured it, is not | 
not enough to ſhew this Dependency to the | 
Satisfaction of Unbelievers ; who ſay that a 
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Likeneſs between two Things of the ſame 
Nature, ſuch as offering up two Men to 
Death, tho! in different Ways, and tranſ- 
acted in two very diſtant Periods, is not 
ſufficient to ſhew that they had any Rela- 
tion to one another. With the ſame Rea- 
ſon they will ſay, you might pretend that 
Jepbthab's Daughter, or the King of Moab's 
Son, whom the Father ſacrificed on the 
Wall, were the Types of Chriſt's Sacrifice, 
Give us, ſay they, a BIBLE PRoor, that 
God declared or revealed his Intention of 


prefiguring the Death of Jeſus, or ſome bet- if 


ter Authority at leaſt, than a modern Typi- 


fier, who deals only in Similitudes and Cor- 
reſpondencies *. I am by this Time ſo 
well acquainted with the Gentleman's Way of 


talking, that J make no Scruple to ſuppoſe, 


that what he here puts into the Mouth of an 
Unbeliever, is really his own Opinion; and ſo 

much the rather, becauſe I find him a little ; 
after delivering it as his own Senſe, that Seers 
by Reſemblance into Facts, are like the Seers | 
by Sccond-Srght into Futurity ;” „* whom 4 
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ABRA HAM. juſtified, &c. 57 
= doubtleſs we are to underſtand to be a ridicu- 
= lous Sort of Fellows. 

4 Whether the Command to Abraham to fa- 
crifice his Son, and what followed upon it, 
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= were intended by Providence to typify or pre- 

A figure the Sacrifice of Chriſt; J will have no 

= Diſpute with Mr. W. I gave it as the com- 
von Opinion, that it was fo intended; and if on 
= this is right, it will ſhew a Dependency be- 1 
MM tween the two Diſpenſations; if it is wrong, HY 
chis Dependency may very ſufficiently be ſhewn cM 
= without it. But as the Gentleman's Ridicule 38 
= upon Similitudes and Correſpondencies between ets 
= Tranſactions under the Old Teſtament, and 09 
HEuvents under the New, extends to all Caſes 1 
sofa like Sort; it will be very fit to take this mil. 
Matter under Conſideration ; eſpecially as he 543 
has made himſelf accountable for it, by what 41% 
be hath written upon Types and Secondary 1 
© Senſes in Prophecies, in his Div. Leg. Book 1 
6. Sec, 6. which he now boaſts of as a very 7 
extraordinary Performance *. I ſhall not con- $18 
JT teſt with him his Merit, provided we can but 113 
agree in our Sentiments; tho' to ſpeak the +! 
Truth, abating for ſomething in the Dreſs * 
and Carb, the Doctrine of Types was as well "og 
4 underſtood before he wrote his Book as it has 9 
been ſince. Ut: 


1 The great Point which he . 
ſupport againſt Unbelievers is, that a Type 
es neither vzſonary nor ſenſeleſs,” as they 
* Rem. p. 135. | 

a | I „ pretend, i 
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58 The HISTORY of 
pretend, but © a rational Mode of Informa- 
tion.“ Div. Leg. p. 625, 631. In this we 
are agreed, But the Points will be, what In- 


formation it conveys, and- how it conveys it? | 


Information may be conſidered either as re- 
ſpecting the preſent Time, when the Type is 


given forth; or as reſpeCting the future Time, 


when the Type has received its Accompliſh- 
ment. In the firſt Reſpect, the Information 
muſt be, that God will hereafter do ſuch or 
fach a Thing; in the ſecond, it muſt be, that 
ſuch or ſuch a Thing (actually come to paſs) 
was foreſeen and foreordained of God. Thus 
in the Caſe of Abraham's offering up his Son 
(ſuppoſing it to have been a Type of the Sacri- 
fice of Chriſt) the Information conveyed by it to 
thoſe under the Old Teſtament (if any was con- 


veyed) could only have been this, that Chriſt 


ſhould be offered up as a Sacrifice for the Sins of 
the World; and to thoſe under: the New Teſta- 
ment, it muſt be this, that from the Days of A. 
braham it had been foreappornted or foreordained 
of God, that Chriſt ſhould be offered up as a Sa- 
crifice. It is with this /aft Kind of Informa- 
tion that we are concerned at preſent; as what 
alone can be of Uſe in our Diſputes with Un- 
believers, who muſt confeſs a - Dependency 
between the two Diſpenſations, if what was 
done under the one was foreſhewed by the 
other. Types haye the Nature of Prophecy, 
with this Difference only, that what Prophecy 
foreſhews by Words, that Types foreſhew by 
| | | | Signs 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. 59 
Signs or Symbols; and every Prophecy under 
the Old Teſtament accompliſbed under the 
New, is Evidence of the Divinity of 505 
Religions, as it diſcovers one and the ſame 
Author of both, which Author muſt be that 
Being who hath in himſelf the Knowledge of 
Futurity, and to whom Things that are to be, 


appear as if they were. To this Doctrine ! 


have Mr. V. conſenting, Div. Leg. p. 623. 
where he ſays, that while [Chriſtians] rea- 
« ſon on the Principle of Dependency, their 
e Reaſonings will not only be juſt and logical, 
“but every Solution on ſuch a Principle will, 
« beſides its Determination on the particular 
Point in Queſtion, be a new Proof of the 
« Divinity of both in general; becauſe ſuch 


ea Relation, Connexion and Dependency, | 
between two Religions of ſo diſtant Periods, 


* could not poſſibly come about but by divine 
“ Previſion. | 


All this is very right; but I ſuppoſe, that 


in order to ſupport this jut and logical Reaſon- 


ing, it will be incumbent upon us to ſhew 
how this Information is conveyed, or upon 


what Grounds we affirm, that ſuch or ſuch 


Tranſactions under the Old Teſtament, were 
intended to foreſhew ſuch or ſuch Events un- 
der the New. Mr, V. has confeſled it; for 


he ſays (as you have ſeen above) in reſpect of 
the Caſe of Abraham, that the Force of this 


Tranſaction to ſhew the Dependency, c. 
| I 2 *« ariſes 
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te ariſes " Ta God's INTENTION, * this 
c commanded Action /hould import or repre- 


6 ſent the Sacrifice of Chriſt.” What is true 


of this Caſe, is as true of all others of a like 


Sort. For * it ever ſo ſure, that God's fore- 


appointing under the Old Teſtament, certain 
Things to be done under the New, is Evidence 
of the mutual Dependency of both Diſpenſa- 
tions, and ſhews the. Divine Authority of both; 

yet, unleſs you prove the Intention of God, 

that ſuch or ſuch Tranſactions, ſhould prefigure 
ſuch or ſuch Events, you can never prove the 
Fore-appointment, and ſo the whole Force of 
this Sort of Reaſoning will be deſtroyed. 

This therefore, is a Point which one might 
reaſonably have expected that Mr. V. in his la- 
boured Diſſertation before mentioned, ſhould 
have taken particular Care to have explained to 
the Satisfaction of his Readers; but I have 
been looking it over from the Beginning to the 
End, and to my great Diſappointment, I find 
not one Word about it, but juſt a Hint or 

two, dropped as it were by Chance, of which 
T ſhall take Notice by and by. So that after 
all his Cavalier Treatment of Unbelievers upon 
this Argument, he has in reality done no Exe- 


cution againſt them, but left them in Poſſeſ- 7 


fion of the Field. 
But to make good this Defect, he now tells 


us what Proof is requiſite to ſhew God's Inten- 


tion in ſuch Caſes. We are not to compare Types 
wit 
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ABRAHAM juſtified, &c. Gr 
with Events. This with him, is no better than 
Second Sight. He muſt have BIBLE PROOH 
« that God declared or revealed his Intention of 
« prefiguring, &c.” What does he mean by 


BiBLE PROOF ? The Bible comprehends both 


Teſtaments. Would he have Proofs from the 
New Teſtament, that ſach or ſuch Tranſ- 
ations under the Old Teſtament were intend- 
ed to prefigure ſuch or ſuch Things under the 
New ? This will not do. This is not the 
BIBLE PRooF that Unbelievers want; nor 
are they bound to accept it, The Authority of 


the Writers of the New Teſtament, as in- 


ſpired Men, is, wth them, the main Point in 
Queſtion ; and if you want the New Teſta- 
ment Authority to aſcertain the Type, you 
cannot bring back the Type again as Evidence 
for that Authority, This is againſt all the 
Rules of Reaſoning in the World. And yet 
it ſeems as if this was a Way of aſcertaining 
the Senſe of Types, which Mr. V. would be 
willing to truſt to. For ſpeaking of ſecondary 
Prophecies (which have the Nature of Types) 
he fays that ſome of theſe by their proper 
Light alone, WITHOUT MIRACLES IN 
* THEIR CONFIRMATION, could hardly 
e have the Senſe contended for wELL As- 
* CERTAINED.” Div. Leg. p. 657. which 
ſeems to be allowing, that BV Miracles (i. e. 
by the Authority of Men vouching their di- 


vine Inſpiration by Miracles) the Senſe con- 


tended 
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tended for may be aſcertained. To the fame 
Purpoſe, p. 651. where ſpeaking of the fame | 
Kind of Prophecies, he ſays,— I confeſs, that | 


* without Miracles in Confirmation of ſuch 


« Senſe, ſome of them would difficultly be | 


te proved to have it but let me add—that the 
„ AUTHORLTY of ſuperior Wiſdom as ratio- 

e nally determines the Aſſent to the Meaning 
« of a doubtful Propoſition, as any other kind 


* 


<« of logical Evidence whatſoever.” If Mr. 
. does not mean to ſerve himſelf with theſe | 
general Principles, to aſcertain the Senſe of | 
Types; he has then, I ſay, left us no Rule at 


all. But in Fact, he hath made Uſe of this 
Way of Reaſoning in the very Argument un- 
der Conſideration. Abraham, he tells us, had 


Information gf the Sacrifice of Chriſt by the 
Sacrifice of his Son ; and this he brings as Evi- 


dence to Unbelievers, to ſhew the Dependency 
between the two Diſpenſations. But how does 
it appear that Abraham had Information of 
_ Chriſt's Sacrifice by the Sacrifice of his Son! 
Why, from Paſſages in the New Teſtament ; 
for the Old Teſtament is quite filent about it. 
The Argument proceeds thus: Our Saviour 


ſays, that Abraham rejoiced to ſee Chriſt's 3 


Day, &c.—If he did ſee Chriſt's Day, he faw 


it in this Jranſaction, for he could ſee it 16 


zebere elſe. Again; the Apoſtle fays, that 
Abrahem received Iſaac from the dead in a Fi- 
Zire, meaning that J/aac was the Repreſenta- 

ps | live 
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ive of Chriſt riſing from the dead. There- 


fore Abraham ſaw Chriſt's Reſurrection. But 


does not every one ſee that theſe Arguments 
take for granted, what Unbelievers univer- 
ally deny, that the Teſtimony of Chriſt and 


his Apoſtles, is the Teftimony of Men divine- 


ly inſpired. They are therefore a mere petitio 
Principii, and ſo are all Arguments uſed for 
the Conviction of Unbelievers, which borrow 


Aid from the Authority of the New Teſta- 
ment to aſcertain the Senſe of Types or Pro- 


phecies under the Old. | 

Since then this Sort of BIBLE PrRoor will 
not do, we muſt go to the next, and ſay, that 
unleſs it be plainly declared in THE OLD 
Teſtament, that ſuch or ſuch Tranſactions 


were INTENDED to typify or prefigure ſome- 


thing under the New ; there will be no Proof 


| of the Dependency between the two Diſpen- 


ations, from ſuch (ſuppoſed) Types or Figures. 
This truly repreſents the Senſe of Unbelievers ; 


and if this is Mr. }/*s Meaning too, there will 


be a full End of all typical Evidence ; for 
there is no $UCH Bible Proof to be found; and 


Mr. W. very well knows, that in the Nature 


of the Thing no ſuch Proof there could be. 
For ſpeaking of Types and ſecondary Senſes 
of Prophecies, and the Manner in which Ne- 
tice by them muft be given; he ſays (and he 
lays rightly) that“ the Nature of the Thing 
informs us it could not be directly and 


* openly, ſoas to be underſtood by the People 
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| © at the Time of giving: Becauſe this would 
© have defeated God's intermediate Purpoſe, 
** which was to train them up by a long 
* Diſcipline, under his preparatory Diſpenſa- 


1 < tion.” Div. Leg. p. 633. In other Words, 
= it would have been opening to the Zhen pre- 
+ ſent Age, thoſe Points relating to the future 
ba Diſpenſation, which it was the Intention of 


Providence to conceal till the Age of that Diſ- 
penſation ſhould come. I am not diſpoſed to 
part with this Sort of Evidence upon ſuch eaſy 
Terms as Mr. V. ſeems willing to part with 
it; but, in ſupport of what I have ſaid, and 
what I believe to be the Truth, do maintain, 
that the proper and onLy Way of aſcertaining 
the Senſe of ancient T'ypes, ſo as to make 
them Evidences to Unbelievers, is the ve 
Method which he rejects and ridicules, viz. 
the comparing Tranſactions with Events, and 
obſerving the Similitude and Correſpondency 
between them. Mr. W. in reſpec of the Caſe 
of Abraham, ſays, that if we judge by Simi- 
litudes and Correſpondencies, * we may as well 
pretend, that Jephtha's Daughter, or the 
King of Moab's Son, whom the Father ſa- 
e crificed on the Wall, were the Types of 
« Chriſt's Sacrifice,“ as that Abraham's offer- 
ing up his Son was a Type of Chriſt's Sacri- | 
fice. His Inſtances are certainly very unfor- 
tunate. For that Act which ſhews the Inten- 
tion of God, muſt be ſome Act of God. Such 
. was the Command to Avraham to offer up | 
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his Son ; ſuch was zot the Act of the King 
of Mhab-m ſacrificing his Son; ſuch was Not 
the Act of 7-phthah in ſacrificing his Daughter, 
ſuppoſing he did ſacrifice her, which wants 
Proof. But as to this Caſe of 4braham, whe- 
ther it was or was not a Type of Chriſt, as I 
ſaid before, it little concerns me; nor is it 
my Buſineſs at preſent to ſettle all the Types 
in the Old Teſtament. But to the general 
Point, I fay, that a Correſpondency between 
the Type and the Event, under proper Circum- 


flances, is enough to ſhew the Intention of 


God; and that Types underſtood by their Ac- 


compliſhment, are in their Rank and Order, a 


rational Evidence of the Truth of both Reli- 
gions. The Grcumſtunces are theſe. 1. That 
the two Religions have o7herw:ſe the proper 
Marks of a divine Revelation, 2. That it 


appears from the Nature and Conſtitution of 
the firſt Religion, that it was intended as pre- 
paratory to and prophetic of the ſecond, Theſe 


Circumſtances concurring (and they both con- 


cur in the Jewiſh and Chriſtian Diſpenſation) 


when you ſee in the ſeveral Appointments un- 
der the firſt, a plain and manifeſt Reſemblance 
to what happened under the ſecond ; it yields 
2 STRONG PROBABILITY, that this did not 


happen by Chance, but was PURPOSELY fo 


contrived, that future Ages might ſce and be 
convinced by this, as well as by other Proofs, 


that there was one and the ſame Deſign run- 


ning through them both, and that the Reli- 
K | gion 
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gion of Jeſus Chriſt was but the Accompliſh- 
ment of what, for Ages before, the Wiſdom 
of God had appointed to be done. I call this 
a ſtrong Probability. I go no farther, For 
the Evidence from Types is far inferior in 
kind to that ariſing from Miracles, and plain 
Scriptuie Prophecies. But Evidence it is in 
its Rank and Order, ſuited to eſtabliſh the 
Truth of the Chriſtian Religion; as a Houſe is 
ſupported not by the principal Poſts only, but 


by every Stud, Beam or Brace, which Helps to : 


make the whole Fabrick compact. 
Try now the Caſe of Abraham, and ſee if 
it may not put in for a juſt Claim, to be eon- 


ſidered as a Type of Chriſt's Sacrifice. That f 
Chriſt was offered up as a Sacrifice, we defire 5 
may be admitted upon the Credit of the New 1 
Teftament Hiſtory, Look into the Old Teſta- 


ment, and what do you find? Why, the very 


Heir of the Promiſes ; the Firſi-horn of the 


Covenant from whom the Redemption was to 
come, HIMSELF offered up as a Sacrifice; and 
this by the Command and Appointment of God. 
Is not there a great Difference between this | 
and the Caſe of the King of Moab's Son, and 
of Tephthab's Daughter, which this Writer 


E 
ridiculouſly places in Compariſon with it? Is 


this no better than Second Sight? Or does it 
not look every one in the Face that reads it, 
as beſpeaking ſomething more to have been in- 
tended by this Tranſaction, - than merely to 
wry Abrabam's Faith? Mr. W. is Rae to 
admit 
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ABRAHAM juftified, &. G67 


admit that © the periodic Sacrifice of a Lamb 


« without Blemiſh, was a Type of Chriſt.” 
Div. Leg. p. 629. Where is his BisLE Proof 


for this ; ſuch Bible Proof, I mean, as Unbe- 
levers demand ? Or if we are to judge by Cor- 
reſpondefcies and Similitudes (as we muff or 
not at all) what ſtronger Circumſtances are 


there in the Sacrifice of the Lamb, to point 


out the Sacrifice of Chriſt, than there is in 
the Sacrifice of aac? But theſe and all other 


Types of like Sort, ſpeak to us only who 


live under this laſt Diſpenſation, for whoſe 
Inſtruction alone they were intended. Abra- 
ham could not collect merely from his bein 
commanded to facrifice his Son, that Chrii 


was to be ſacrificed ; nor could the Jeus collect 


it from the Sacrifice of the Lamb. But we, 
who can compare the Type with the Antitype 
do plainly ſee it, not, I confeſs, in the Light 
of DEMONSTRATION, but, in the Light of 
HIGH PROBABILITY; and in all this the Ar- 


gument borrows no Force from the Authority 


of the Writers of the New Teſtament con- 
ſidered as inſpired Men, to whom we appeal, 
as to common Hiſtorians, only for Fas, and 
then reaſon from thoſe Facts as in other 
Ss, 


Let this ſuffice to have been aid, in anſwer 
to a vague and general Charge, upon the Na- 


ture of Typical Evidence; and let us now 
proceed to what I promiſed, wiz. to give a 


K 2' : State 
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State of the Argument concerning the Know- 
| ledge of the Doctrine of a future State among 
the Jeus, as it ſtands upon the Foot of the 
Gentleman's Jaſ? Conceſſions. We left him 
confefling, that Abraham's FaMiLy were 


ce acquainted with the true Import of the 


Command [to Abrabam to offer up his Son] 
te and at the ſame Time NoT IGNORANT oF 
„ A FUTURE STATE “.“ Tt is with great 
Reaſon, that when our Author had put the 
Family of Ab. abam in Poſſeſſion of the Know- 
ledge of Chriit's Redemption, he ſhould like- 
wiſe ſuppoſe them acquainted with the Doc- 
trine of a future State ; for the firſt is not to 
be underſtood without the ſecond. But the 
Queſtion is, who are ThE FAMILY of Abra- 
ham ; and he tells us, they were thoſe who 
1 reſided with him under his Tents ;” that 
is (as I underſtand him) the wyoLE Bopy 
of the People of God in Abraham's Time, 
who all dwelt under his Tents; which Ex- 
planation Mr. J. adds to correct a ſuppoſed 
Miſtake of mine, namely, that by Abra- 
« ham's Family, I meant the Iraelites under 
% Moſes's Policy.” I do aſſure Mr. W. I had 
no ſuch Meaning ; nor have I fo little Skill in 
Language, or thought Mr. V, had ſo little, 
as to ſuppoſe it Fofible, that when he ſpake 
of Abraham SOLELY, he could intend an Op- 
pofition, not between Abraham, and thoſe | 
- lived in bis own Time; but between A. | 
* Rem. p. 130, 131. | ; 

hs braham 


Dee 
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 brabam and the Jeuiſb People, who lived at 


the Diſtance of many Centuries. My Buſineſs 
was with the Family of Abraham in Abra- 
ham's Time, to whom, as well as to the Bo- 


dy of the Few:ſh Nation, in Moſes's Time, I 


ſuppoſed he had denied the Knowledge of the 
Doctrine of a future State, and conſequently 
the Knowledge of the Myſtery of the Re- 


demption. He now challenges me to name 


© the Place where he has ſpoke any Thing 


© concerning Abraham's Family's Ignorance 
e of a future State *. And I beg Leave to 
anſwer this Challenge before I go any farther. 

In his Div. Leg. p. 576. he ſtates the grand 


Objection from Heb. xi. where it is ſaid of 


Abraham, Iſaac, Jacob, &c. that theſe all 
died in Faith, and lcoked for a better Country, 
that is a heavenly, To which he anſwers ; 
„e it is evident that the Writer of this Epiſtle 

meant, that none but the PAT RIARCHs, 
and LEADERS of the Jeuiſh People ſaw 
theſe Promiſes, &c. becauſe he coNFINES 
that ſpiritual Knowledge expreſsly to the 

ATRIARCHS and LEADERS.” p. 580. 
The Leaders of the Jeuiſh People, ſtand 
plainly diſtinguiſhed from the People of the 
Jews; and is it not as natural to ſuppoſe 
that the Patriarchs are mentioned as di- 
ſtinguiſhed from the People of God ? Again, 


p. 587. © The Myſtery of the Goſpel was 


e OCCASIONALLY revealed to God's CHOSEN 
* Am... 120. | 
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no A Start. of the 
«© SERVANTS, the LEADERs and FATRHERS 
* of the Fewiſh People, and the Dawning of 
< it gradually revealed to the PROpIE, by | 
« the Prophets.” Here again the Leap- 
ERS and FATHERS, as diſtinguiſhed from 
the PEOPLE, are mentioned as the cuhosEx 
' SERVANTS of God to whom alone the Know- 
ledge of a future State was communicated, | 
Again; the 7th Article of the Church of 
England ſays, that the OLD FATHERS did | 
look for more than tranſitory Promiſes. Ves, 
ſays Mr. V. but was the Senſe in queſtion | 
true, then the Inference had been, that 81 
c ALL THE ISRAELITEs did look for more 
** than temporary Promiſes.” Pp. 588. Is not I. 
this declaring the Queſtion to be whether the 
IsRAELITES, as they ſtand diſtinguiſhed from 
the old FATHERs, did look for more than ch 
tranſitory Promiſes? And does not this Paſ- Bl 
ſage therefore amount to a Denial that they ll ſu 
did? Once more, p. 477. © The more cur- P 
te rent Doctrine has always been, that a future th 
“ State — was taught by the Law of Moſes.” ll ; 
To the Support of which Notion, he ſays ſe- 
veral Prejudices concurred, one of which is 
this, that whereas © ſeveral PaATRIAarRCns p 
* and PRopHETs, both BEFORE and under 5 
* the Moſaic Diſpenſation, were certainly 
* favoured with the Revelation of Man's Re- 
«© demption, in which the Doctrine of a fu- C 
<< ture State was ſo eminently contained; it fr 
** ſeemed utterly incredible that theſe ſhould IF o 
| | not 


* 


c not have conveyed it to their Pos ERIT y 


« and PEOPLE.” The Objection is material 
enough, and Mr. V. does not fo much as at- 


tempt to give it an Anſwer: But the Ob- 


jection, as here ſtated by himſelf, lies againſt 
the Credibility of ſuppoſing, that the Patri- 
archs BEFORE the Law ſhould not have com- 
municated this Doctrine to their PosTERIiTy ; 
and what Account can be given of his ſtating 


the Objection in this Manner but this, that it 


was admitted in his Hypotheſis, that they did 
vor communicate it to their PosTERITyY ? 


Surely, if he had made any Diſtinction in this 
reſpect, between the People of God before the 


Law, and the People of God under the Law, 
now had been his proper Time to have taken 
notice of it. But it is remarkable, that nei- 
ther here, nor in any other Part of his Work, 


| 5 there the leaſt Hint or Intimation of an 


ſuch Diſtinction, till he came to be preſſed with 


Difficulties. Add now to all this, the Au- 
thor's general Declaration, that the Informa- 
tion was intended for Abraham's SOLE Usk, 
and I think it will no longer bear any Diſ- 


pute, that in his original Plan the Body of the 
People in all Ages, as diſtinguiſhed from the 
Patriarchs and Leaders, ſtood excluded from 
the Knowledge of a future State, till it was 
opened by the Prophets about the Time of the 


Captivity, But he now finds Cauſe to depart 
from his firſt Principles, as he has done in 
other Inſtances beſides, and I hope will do ſo 


in 
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72 A STATE of the 
in many more. But then let him do it ho- 
neſtly and ingenuouſly, and not tax me with 
Falſhood for charging him with what his 
Books will warrant, He has not ſaid fotidem 
verbis, that Abraham's Family knew nothin 
of a fate State ; but he hath ſaid that which 
implies it. 

Leet us now take the Gentleman upon his 
ſecond Thought, and ſee in what Light his 
grand Argument will appear. It is confeſſed 


that Jaac (as one of Abraham's Family) knew 


the Doctrine of a future State. And for the 
ſame Reaſons that Abraham taught this Doc- 
trine to his Family; it is to be preſumed that 
Tſaac taught it to his. Now Jaac lived, till 
within about ten Years of Jacob's going with 
all his Family into Egypt; and Face lived 


after this near twenty Years. - So that, taking 
it for granted that this Doctrine continued a- 


mong the Poſterity of Abraham during the 


Lives of the Patriarchs themſelves, there will 


remain ſcarce two hundred Years from hence 


till the coming of Moſes, for the wearing out of | 
this Doctrine, and that too in a Country where 
he acknowledges it was received and incul- 


cated. Mr. V. taxes me with concluding, 


that“ what Abraham's Family once knew, 
* their Poſterity could never forget *. I f 
have concluded no ſuch Thing. I only defire 4 
it may be admitted, as Highly probable, or at 
leaſt Very credible, that the Doctrine of a fu- 


* Rem. p. 131. 
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ture State once eftabliſh:d in the Family of A 
braham, might be tranſmitted ron to the 
Time of Moſes : : And if he will deny this, 
let him tell me how it comes to pals, that 
in all Countries in the World, Opinions and 
Cuſtoms, and even common Sayings, are hand- 
ed down from one Generation of Men to an- 
other for a longer Period of Time. This 
Doctrine has the Advantage above many other 
Opinions in this reſpect, that it is of the laſt 
Importance. It was the Foundation of the 
Religion of the Patriarchs, and muſt have been 
the Foundation of the Religion of their Poſte- 
rity in Egypt, if they had any; and that they 
had Religion the Old Teſtament ſhews. Mr. 
M. ſays indeed, that © the written Word 
e tells us, that when Moſes was ſent to re- 
e deem this Poſterity from Bondage, they 
* remembred ſo little of God's Revelations to 
« their Forefathers, that they knew nothing 

© even of his Nature *.” What can he mean 
by this? All that is true is, that they had 
learned Idol Worſhip ; but with their Idols 
(as Mr. V. himſelt has elſewhere + acknow- 
ledged) they worſhipped the God of their Fa- 
thers ; and it appears from the Style in which, 
Moſes addreſſes himſelf to them, Exod, iii. 6, 
15. Upon what was this Worſhip founded ? 
Upon the Temporal Covenant it could not be, 
which was not yet brought to Execution ; and 
if they had no Notion of a future State neither, 
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their Religion then Was abſolutely without 
Foundation. 

Thus then at laſt the Argument Kands, 
Mr. VV. is to DEMONSTRATE (mind the 
Word) the Divine Legation of Moſes from 
the no KNowLEDGE of a future State among 
the Fews. This again, he is to prove from 
hence, that Moſes Au HT no ſuch Doctrine. 
Admitting the laſt Propoſition, the whole 
Weight of the Demonſtration muſt reſt upon 
the Connexion there is between Moſes's Nor 
TEACHING this Doctrine, and the People's 
NOT KNOWING it. But if any probable Ac- 
count can be given how the People might 


know it, tho' Mſes did not teach it; there will 
be no Connexion, or no neceſſary Connexion. 


Now Mr. V. acknowledges, that in the Time 
of Abraham, this Doctrine was the Belief of 
the People of God ; whence a very probable 
Evidence ariſes, that his Poſterity were in Poſ- 
ſeſſon of it when Moſes came to them to bring 
them out of Egypt. Therefore the DzMoN- 
STRATION falls to the Ground. 

This will be the true Account of the Caſe, 
ſuppoſing the Argument truly ſtated, But this 
Mr. W. now thinks fit to deny. In the Cloſe 
of my Examination, p. 134. I preſumed to 
give him this Advice ; Fe if his Intention 
Was to proceed, he mould lay the Weight 

of his Argument not upon this, that the 

Jews KNEW NOTHING of a future State ; 
but upon this, that THE Law oF Moss 


cc 


cc 


« has 


hs 
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Fe has made xo PRovision for it.” And ſaid, 
“ If this Principle is ALL you wANT, it will 
c STAND,” To this he replies; „What 
* he GRANTS iS ALL I WANT.“ Append. p. 
140. The ſame Anſwer.is repeated | in his laſt 
Remarks, where he ſays, that © by owning 

that Moſes did not teach, nor had it in 
« Commiſſion to teach a future State of Re- 
« wards and Puniſhments, I have allowed 

© ALL he WANTED, to make his Argument 
« demonſtrati ve *. 
I defire the Reader to take this Thing right. 

3 That Moſes did not teach a future State (meaning 

chat he did not give ſuch Notices of it as were 
ſufficient to ſhew his own Belief. of it, and to 
commend it as a Docttine fit to be received by 
the Fewiſß Nation) I never did. ſay, but have 
conſtantly maintained the contrary. But this I 
have ſaid, that the Doctrine of a future State 
was NO CONSTITUENT PART of the Law of 
Moſes; and that he did not teach it as a Doc- 
trine PROPERLY APPERTAINING to his 
Commiss10Nn ; ſtill inſiſting that this Doctrine 
was GENERALLY RECEIVED among the 

Jews, when Meſes brought them out of Egypr, 
in conſequence of a PR10R Revelation, ſub- 
filing among the Patriarchs and their Poſteri- 
ty from Adam down to the Time of Moſes ; 
and this latter Point makes the main Sub- 
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that this latter Point has nothing to do with 
the Argument, and that it is enough to make 
his Demonſtration good, that the Doctrine of 
a future State has no Place in the Body of | 
Moſes's Laws. If this is the Caſe, I will give 
up the Examination as one entire Impertinency ; : 
for which, however, there will be this Ex. 2 
cuſe, that it is only one Impertinency for an- 
other. For as this latter Point is the whole | 
Subject of the Examination; ſo it makes the | 
principal Figure in the ſecond Part of the ſe- 1 
cond Volume of the Divine Legation. But 
to what Purpoſe (one may reaſonably aſk) was 
it even mentioned if it had nothing to do with 
the Argument? Mr. V. felt the Objection 
very ſenſibly, and thus replies to it— It was 
5 out of my Obſervance to Truth *; which | 
would have been juſt as good a Reaſon if he J 
had written againſt Purgatory or Tranſulſtan- 
tiation, or the Pope's Infallibility. Go to 
Append. p. 144, 142. and you will find him 
improving upon you. Tho' this Principle 
e that the Law of Moſes made no Proviſion 
for a future State be all I want to ſupport | 
* my Demonſtration, yet I mean to ſecure it 
e with this other, that rhe Body of the Jews | 
* for ſome Ages 2 nothing o of it. This 1 
&© ſhould do were it for nothing elſe, but that 
eit is a Truth oyrENsIve to Bicors, and 
«© and THEIR SysTEMs.” The Gentleman, ] 
ce it ſeems, does not ſo much conſider what 
* Rem. Pref, p. 12. | 
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is proper and pertinent to his Argument, as 
how he may give Offence to his Readers ; in 
which he may reſt himſelf aſſured that 
he has ſucceeded to the utmoſt of his Wiſhes. 
But let me aſk this Obſerver of Truth and 
Decency ; does not this yery Principle that 
he would now diſcharge from his Service (be- 
cauſe. he finds, I ſuppoſe, that he cannot keep 
it) fand in his Argument of the lateſt Edi- 
tion, as drawn up by himſelf? See! | 

« Whatſoever Religion and Society HAVE 
e No future State for their Support, muſt be 
( ſupported by an extraordinary Providence. 
The Few:/b Religion and Society HAD 
No future State for their Support, &c.” Rem. 
Par. 1. p. 78. 

Say now, that the Body of the Yewiſh 
Nation in Moſes's Time did believe the 
Doctrine of a future State; and I will then 
ask any Man of common Underſtanding, 
whether it can con/i/tently be maintained, 
that the Zew:ſh Religion and Society HAD No 
future State for their Support. In what other 
Senſe HAs any Society the Doctrine of a fu- 
ture State for its Support, than as it is a Doc- 
trine received and acknowledged by the Mem- 

bers conſtituting ſuch a Society? If the Jews 
did believe the Doctrine of a future State, it 
muſt have made a Part of their Religion, from 
whomſoever they had it; and it would have 
had the ſame Effect in the Jeuiſiß State that it 
has in all other States and Kingdoms in the 
World, Since then, in the Author's own 
| Account, 


78 A Sar. of th 


Account, his Argument requires him to fiy, 
that the Jews in Moſes's Time did not believe 
a future State; it is abſurd and contradicto 

to affirm, that it will be ſecured by the ſingle 
Suppoſition, that the Doctrine of a future State 


Was no CONSTITUENT PART of the Law of | 


 Mofes. 

But if Mr. . will Rill inſiſt that this Prin- 
ciple is all he wants, IJ hope he will ſhew us 
the Connexion between theſe two Propofitions 


— The Doctrine of a future State is no conſti- | 


 Fuent Part of the Law of Mrſes—Therefore— 
Moſes's Legation was divine. If this is right 
"Reaſoning, it will prove, ſo far as I can 
ceive, the divine Legation of all the 58 
Princes in the World : For tho“ the Doctrine 
of a future State may be received in all Na- 


tions, and is received, at leaſt, in all civilized | 


Nations - it enters not into the civil Conſtitu- 
tion of any. It is a general Principle which 


Government preſuppoſes; and when any Reli- 


gion is founded upon this Principle (as /ome al- 
ways muſt) that Religion may be provided for 
by Laws. So it is in all Chriſtian Countries; 


and ſo it was under Moſes' 8 Adminiſtration, 


who found the Iſraelites in Poſſeſſion of a Re- 
ligion; to which if new external Rites were 
added, yet the whole ſtood upon the old Foun- 
dation, the CovENAN T which God had made 
with their Fathers, which I fay (and which 
Mr. V. now permits me to fay) was then un- 
derſtood as containing the Hope of a future 
State, 
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it lay at the Bottom of the common Religion 
then in Uſe ; or what Evidence can poffibly 


ariſe from its being not entred, to prove His. 


Legation to be divine ? 
Let the Gentleman himſelf be heard as o 
this Point, who thus attempts to explain it, 


Append. bp. 140. If Moſes would leave hie | 


People to get or to keep a Doctrine as th 
could, ſo neceſſary, and believed by him to, 
be ſo neceſſary, under an ordinary Provi- 
F © dence, to Religion and Society, we muſt 


needs conclude, he was well aſſured, that his- 


Inſtitution could do without it ; or in other 
„Words, that the Dęfect would, be ſupplied. 

by the Adminiſtration of an EXT RAOR 
* DINARY Providence.“ This is brought 
directly to ſhew that war I GRANT (vi. 
chat the Doctrine of a future State was no 


WANTS, to make his Demonſtration good; 
has endeavoured to /hew it, tho' it is not the 


Pepe to GET this Doctrine as they could, 
The Arzument ſuppoſes that they nav it; 


this cet then, and let us ſuppoſe him only to 
ſay, 


79: 
State, To what End then ſhould Moſes enter 
this Doctrine into the Body of his Laws, When 


conſtituent Part of Moſes's Law) 1s ALL HE 
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and it is the only Place that occurs where he 


only Place where he has aſſerted it. But what | 
docs he mean by Moſes's leaving it to his. 


N 
2 
* 
3 
— * 


ar.d it is upon this Suppoſition, that 1 1 | 
nuw hi Leave to reaſon ; for he ſays he has 
no Occaſion to inſiſt upon the contrary, Strike 
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980 A Stark of the 
ſay, If Moſes would leave his People to K RR 
a Doctrine as THEY COULD, ſo neceſſary, 
Sc. we muſt needs conclude, &c, What is this 
leaving the People to keep As THEY courp? 


If it means any Thing, it muſt be, that unleſs 


Moſes had entred the Doctrine of a future State 
into the Body of his Laws, there would, have 


been great Danger of its being /o/ among the 


Fews ; which is juſt as good Senſe as if I ſhould 
ſay, that becauſe this Doctrine is not entered 
in Magna Charta, or in the Statutes of the 


Realm, therefore there is Danger of its being 


loſt among the People of England. The Doc. 
trine of a future State cannot be loſt m Eng- 
land, or any where elſe, ſo long as Chriſtia- 
nity is preſerved, and for this the Civil Laws 


of all Chriſtian Countries make Proviſion. ' In 


like manner, ſuppoſing the Jeus to have be- 
lieved the Doctrine of a future State when 


Moſes came, as being contained in the Reli- 


gion then received and delivered down to 
them from their Forefathers ; it was impoſ- 
ſible they ould loſe that Doctrine whilft 
they preſerved their Religion, and the Preſer- 
vation of this was the grand Deſign of Moſes's 
whole Oeconomy. It is therefore a ridicu- 
lous Inference to ſay, that becauſe Moſes did 
not enter this Doctrine into the Body of his 
Laws, therefore he was well aſſured, that his 
Inſtitution would do w7thort it, or that there 
could be any ſuch Defef (fo far as this Doc- 
trine would be of Uſe to him) as would want | 

== | to 


ARGUMENT, Sc. 81 
to be fapplied by the Adminiſtration of an 
extraordinary Providence. But if you ſay, and 
can prove it too, that the Fews in Fact nap 
not the Doctrine of a future State ; this indeed 
will be a Plea that an extraordinary Provi- 
_ dence was neceſlary to fupply the Want of it, 
and that Moſes, when he-undertook the Go- 
vernment, was well aſſured, that he ſhould be 
extraordinarily ſupported. And this, at laſt, 
is the Bottom upon which Mr. Vs Demon- 


ſtration mut ſtand, or it can ſtand upon na- 
thing, 


I truſt I ſhall not be det as denying . 


that an extraordinary Providence was admini- 
ſtred under Meſes's Government; but only 


that this Argument will not prove it; which 1 


ſhould not have. thought needed Caution, if 
Mr. W. had not told me that © I have given 
* 20 obſcure Intimation up and down my 
Pamphlet [meaning the Examination] that 
I believe nothing of the Matter *. This 
is like the reſt of his Honeſt Dealing. I chal- 
lenge him to produce the Paſſages, "and when 
he has done it, he ſhall know what I have 

_ farther to ſay t Him. In the mean time, I 
deſire the Reader to conſider what it was that 
Moſes undertook, and what was the true End 
of his Miſſion. It was to carry the Children 
of Iſrael out of Egypt, and put them in Poſ- 
ſeſſion of the Land of Canaan, in Execution 
of the Covenant made with Abraham, T he 
* Append. p. 144 | 

* N AM | Work, 
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82 The CONCLUSION. 

Work, in the very Nature of it, REQUIRED 
the Adminiſtration of an extraordinary Provi- 
_ dence, of which it ought therefore to be pre- 
ſumed, that Moſes had both the Aſſurance and 
Experience ; otherwiſe he would have engaged 
in a very mad Undertaking, and the People 
would have been as mad in following him, 
This ſhort Hint, points out the true internal 
Evidence of Moſes s divine Legation ; and this } 
Evidence has no Sort of Dependence upon the 
Belief or Diſbelief of the Doctrine of a future 
State. For ſuppoſing (what the Truth is) 
that the J/rae/ites did believe it; what could 
this Belief ect? It might carry them to 
Heaven, and would do ſo, if they made a pro- | 
per Uſe of it; but it could not put them in 
don of the Land of Canaan. Mr. V. 
therefore, has plainly miſtaken his Point; and 
tho' by his 7; ergiverſation it appears that he 


feels it ; yet he has not the b either 
to 0407 it or to be /ent, 


The CONCLUSION. 


AVING anſwered Mr. W's Arguments; 
am next to anſwer to his Complaints; 
who calls upon me in a very ſolemn Manner, 
to © acquit myſelf of my Intentions before 
the Publick,” in writing againſt him; _ 
ſays, that it would better have beſpoke 5 

<« real Regard for the Intereſts of Religion 
© to have left it to ſome ——— unbe- 
6 & heving 
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1 eving Scribler to expoſe the Weakneſs of 
ce his Diſcourſe #,” To this my Anſwer is, 
That if his Argument had been only weak, I 
ſhould not have meddled with it. But when 
it was ſet up in Diſparagement of the proper 
Methods of Defence; when Conceſſions were 
made to Unbelievers, that will not and with 
a juſt Defence of Chriſtianity, and which in 
Reaſon and good Senſe ought not to be made; 
in one Word, when the Defence of Religion 
was removed from a Foundation that v, ſup- 
port it, and placed upon another that will not 
ſupport it ; let the World judge, what a real 
Concern for the Intereſts of Religion directs to 
in ſuch a Caſe, and who it is that is to be 
charged with x taking the Work of Unbe- 
„ lievers out of their Hands,” J, who have 
been taking thoſe Weapons only from Mr. W 
that can do no Execution againſt Unbelievers, 
in order to furniſh him with better; or Mr. 
I. himſelf, who has been battering thoſe 
Fortreſſes, which have ever been the Mark of 
Unbelievers, and which if they could be over- 
thrown, Chriſtianity would ſtand expoſed to 
their Triumphs. 

Byt the Thing which principally offends 
Mr. W. ] perceive, is, my not ſubſcribing to 
the great Merit of the Divine Legation, and 
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telling him, that he has done wRoxG to Re- j 
ligion: And true it is, that in Vie to the un- Is 
favourable Aſpect which 1 conceived his Doc- 1 
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84 The CONCLUSION. 
trine about a future State, bore to revealed 
Religion, I did, at my firſt ſetting out, call up- 
on him to con, Chet what REAL SERVICE be had 
done, or was likely to do by his Undertaking ; 

and at the Cloſe of the Examination, 1 gave 
him my Reaſons why I thought this Doctrine 
to be a Dis GRACE to Revelation; and that 
inflead of placing Chriſtianity upon a furer Bot- 


tom, he had only furniſhed out more Handles to 
Unbelievers. My Reaſons were, that accord- 


ing to his Doctrine, God had, by his own 
Act, ſhut out his on People for many Ages 
© from that fingle Point of Knowledge which | 
& could be the Foundation of a reaſonable Mor- 
& ſhip.---That from the Beginning of the 
e World to the Appearance of Chriſt ; the 
«© Ule of Revelation was, to hoodwink infi- 
nitely the greater Part of thoſs to whom it 
«© was vouchſafed, inſtead of en//ghtering 
e them.””---That © the Jews, the under 
the peculiar Cure and Direction of God, 
„ had a VIII thrown before. their Fvcs to 
© DIVERT the faint Gliramerings of natural 
« Light,” In Proof of which, I cited that 
ſtrong Paſſage in Dis. Leg. b. 359, where he 
| ſays, that temporal Good and Evil were 
e diſpenſed to the Jes to CONFINE them 
c to the literal Senſe oi their Sanction; and 
«© sro them from looking AN x AKT HER. 
Hinc ille lachryme ! T heſe are the Grounds 
of thoſe heavy Complaints which we meet 
with in the ppendix, and in his laſt Remarks, 


H. 12. 


cc 
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p. 12. where he ſays--— In THIS MANNER | 
« has every HONEST Man been treated before 
« ME, Whenever he did, or did but endea- 
«© your, to ſerve Mankind---ThosHarxvay”— 
thus * CuDworTH! I have no doubt with 
myſelf, that this Gentleman is a Harvey and 
a Cudwortb in his own Imagination. But then 
[ think, that inſtead of taking up the common 
Cant of every Euthuſiaſt in Religion, it would 
have been more becoming his great Importance, 

either to have ſaid nothing, or to have ſhewn 
the Charge to be groundleſs. And has he any 
where done this? Not in his Appendix. There 
you will find him (like a Mountebank upon the 
Stage) giving a Catalogue of his own great Ex- 
ploits, but anſwering nothing, 


==== Sume ſuperbiam” 
Qꝛcſitam meritis ---- 


«© What! was it ding No SERVICE 70 
Religion, to confute the Atherſtic Principles 
of Bayle ; the immoral Doctrine of Mande- 
ville; and ſettling Morality upon its true 
gBaſis 2—To juſtify the Equity of an eſta- 
« plijed Religion; vindicate the Chriſtian 
« from the Charge of a perſecuting Spirit; 
* and ſhew ihe Neceſſity of Religion for the 
« Support of Society ?—Was it doing No 
© SERVICE fo Religion, to ſhew that the Mo- 
e ſaic had all the diſtinguiſhing Marks of Di- 


* ""_ to Vol. II. Div. Leg. 
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« vinity; to vindicate the Bible Hiftory againſt 
« the oreateſt modern Ph:loſopher and Chro- 
« nologer ; to explain the Nature of the Few. , 
e Throcracy, and by that to juſtify the 
| « Equity of thoſe two famous Laws, of u- 
4 e niſhing for Opinions, and puniſhing Poſterity 


« for the Crimes of their Forefathers ; to con- 
c 


* 


fute the moſt able Book ever wrote againſt 
© Revelation, the Grounds and Reaſons of the 

«& Chriſtian Religion; and above all, to ex- 

9 « plain, and to be the IRS who ever DI 
i * © explain, the Nature of Types in Action, 
1 „ and ſecondary Senſes in Speech, on which 
depend altogether, the rational Interpreta- 

< tion of ancient Prophecies, and the Truth 

« of the Mithon of jeſus! p. 150. I ſhould 

be very loath to diſparage any Thing that Mr. 

V. hath done that may be thought of real Ser- 

vice to Religion. Butas for this h:gh Demand 

upon the Publick ; 1 muſt except againſt it, 

in many Particulars. For Example. He has 

vindicated the Chriſtian Religion from the 

Charge of a perſecuting Spirit—But ſo as to 

Juſtiſy the Jews in per ſecuting the Chriſtians, 1 

and conſequently, in . CnuRisT k. 

I | From 1 


A 


* Sce the Marginal Note, Div. Leg. p. 372, 373. 
where ſpeaking of the Caſe of the two Diſciples James 
and Joe, their deſiring of our Saviour, that they might 
command Fire to come Sher rom Heaven to conſt ume the * 
maritans, as Elias did; he makes this Obſervation upon it: 
Here we ſee the very Diſp2ution to Iutolerance—is ſe- 
*© vercly cenſurcd ; yet the ſame Temper in Paul, even 

| c whm 
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From the Jewiſh T beocracy (which he pre- 


tends to have explained, but has nof ex- 
5 plained) 


. 


« when proceeding into Act, is paſſed over without Re- 
« proof, when 74s is pleaſed, after his Reſurrection to 
e reſtrain* it in a miraculous Manner.” The Reaſon 
which Mr. V. gives of the Difference is this; that “ Zames 
« and John had given their Names to the Religion of Je- 
« ſus, in which all Force is unjuſt. Paul was yet of the 
« Religion of Moſes, where RESTRAINT was LAWFUL.” 
It ſeems then, that in PERSECU TING the Chriſtians, Paul, 
whilſt a 7ew, was JUSTIFIED by the Law of Moſes; and 


/o Mr. V. goes on and ſays, and brings in St. Paul him- 


ſelf as his Voucher, that it was even MERITORIOUS, in 
that Paſſage, Philip. iii. 6. Concerning Zeal, perſecuting the 
Church, Here (ſays he) he GLoRI1Es in the Action as 
« plainly MERITORIOUS. And fo indeed 117 was in a 
few.” If Mr. V. can ſhew any Difference between the 
Caſe of Paul perſecuting and putting to Death the Diſciples of 


Chriſt, and of the Jews perſecuting and putting to Death, 


Chrift himſelf”; let him do it. If he cannot, the Conſe- 
quence lies unanſwerably againſt 'him, and I ſhall leave 
every Chriſtian Reader to judge of the good Senſe and 
Decency of it. | ” 
The Truth is, that the DEspIsERS (Heb. x. 28.) of 
Moſes's Law, were to be put to Death in Caſes by the 
Law appointed. But ſuch was not Chriſt ; ſuch were not 
his Apöſtles; ſuch were not the Chriſtians in their Time; 
nor are they new ſuch. Nor does St. Paul ſuppoſe, that 
he was juſtified by the Law he was under, when a Few, 
in perſecuting the Chriſtians, He ſays, indeed, that when 
he was a Jew he verily THOUGHT with himſelf that he 
ought to do many Things contrary to the Name of jeſus. Acts 
XXvi. 9. He does not ſay that he was in the RIGHT in 
ſo thinking; but he ſays the direct contrary. For does 
he not charge himſelf as an Ofe::der on this Account 
The LEAST of the Apojtles—the HEFT of Sinners a 


Blaſphemer, a Perſecutor and injurious ; and fay that he 


ebtained MteRcy becauſe he did it frrorantly 1 Tim. i. 
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88 The CONCLUSION, 

plained) he has ſhewn the Equity of the 
Law for puniſhing IpoLATERS with Death. 
---But in ſuch à way as caſts a REPRoacy 
upon the ſupreme Majeſty of Gop, by laying 


him under a Neceſſity of conTRIVING this 


Form of Government, in order to render his 
own Law equitable, which under any other 


Form of Government would ot have been 


equitable ; that is to ſay, of contriving a Way, 


to ENABLE HIMSELF, tO ENABLE the Jew- | 
ISH MAGISTRATE, Cc. + By the Helpof | 


the 


13, Is. 1 Cor. xv. 9. And did not Chriſt ſhew him his 
Error in that ſevere Rebuke, Acts ix. 4, 5. Saul, Saul, 
why perſecutr/? thou me £—It is hard for thee to kick againſt | 
te Pricks ? Mr. V. will have it, that our Saviour, in 


' theſe Words, condemned not the Nature of the Prac- | 


&« 7:ce, but only declares the Fruitleſsneſs of the Effetts,” 
But TI beg his Pardon. To repreſent him as Fiching againſt 
the Pricks, was telling him that he was doing a Thing of 
which he would aftervards find Cauſe to repent him : And |} 
in the Event ſo it proved. As to St.. Paul's GLoxx- 
ING, he glories in nothing but his Zeal for God, and Zeal | 
for God is certainly commendable ; tho*, through the In- 


Auence of a miftaken Judgment it may be wrong in its C- 


perations. | Ce" | 

"Theſe are ſuch obvious Things, that one would be 
amazed that Mr. V. ſhould not ſee them; if it were not 
evident, by many Inſtances, that an Iteh after Novelty, | 
has quite got the better of his Judgment. But J hope for | 
the future, that we ſhall never hear this boaſted of as a | 
Diſcovery, and that he will be cautious how he reproves 
the Deiſts for reading with litile Care, when he himſelf 


_ writes with ſo little. 


+ His Words are theſe: “ penal Laws enforced by the | 
% Magiſtrate in Matters of Cpinien, are manifeſtly tt : 
Ne %%. 
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the ſame Engine, [the Theocracy] he has alſo 
juſtified the Equity of another Law, that of 
puniſhing Poſterity for the Crimes of their Fore- 
fathers---Though it is one of the plaineſt Caſes 
in the World that God doth this every Day in 


the ordinary Exerciſe of his Providence. He 
has alſo juſtified the Equity of an eſtabliſhed 
Religion (I ſuppoſe) in his Alliance between 
Church and State.----Alas! the Thing had 

been done not long before he wrote, with 
much greater Ability. As to Types and /econ- 
dary Senſes (in his own account the top thing 
of all) you have already ſeen what Feats he 
has done.---But of all Things I am ſurprized 
to hear him boaſting of his ſettling Mok A- 
LIT Von its TRUE BASIS; which (if for once 
I may be indulged in a little Raillery) ſeems 

to be a Work entirely out of his Profeſſion. 
For he hath given 25 this kind of Science to 
&« juſt, Some Way therefore was to be CONTRIVED, to 
RENDER ſuch Laws, in the Fewih Republic EQVUI- 
TABLE. For we are not to ſuppoſe God wouLD 
ORDAIN any Thing that ſhould vioLATE the Rule of 
© NATURAL JUsTICE. But ſuch Laws are equitable 
ONLY ina THEOCRACY ; therefore was a THEOCRA- 
CY NECESSARY, Div. Leg. p. 367. | 
From this Paſſage, it appears to be Mr. Ves Opinion, 
that the Jewiſb Law, by which it was ordained, that {dola- 


ters were to be put to Death, tho? eſtabliſhed by the expreſs 
Authority of God HIMSELF, would have been a Violation of 


A 
* 


natural Fuſtice, UNLEss that particular Form of Govern- 


ment, which he calls a Theocracy, and which, according to 
him, was founded in the Horeb Contract, had beeneſtabliſhed 
to RENDER it equitable, As if God had received a Power 
by that Contract which was not originally in himſelf ! 
Theſe are Politics that I do not underſtand. 


N the 
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the Gentlemen of the long Robe, who, he tells 
us, are the onLy Men gn ſpeak Senſe con- 
cCerning it.“ * I am very willing to yield 
to the learned Gentlemen of the Law, fo much 
10 of this Complement as they are willing to ac- 
| cept, It is not long ſince I heard a Queſtion + 
=: that might have well become the Divinity 
Chair, determined in the Court of Chancery, 
with great Ability both of Learning and Judg- 
ment. But how comes Mr. W. to be ſuch a 
Settler of Morality ? I ſuppoſe we are to ſolve 
it thus; that having been formerly of that Pro- 
feſſion timſelf, he catcht his Knowledge as it 
were by Contagion. But what has he done? 
Why juſt what other Settlers of Morality I 
"42254 done before him. He has given his own | 
Opinion, and that is all, The Power of no- 
ral Obligation all Men feel. In the Manner of | 
explaining how it ariſes, almoſt all Men have | 
dijfered ; and (as J apprehend) will yet differ, 
notwithſtanding any thing that Me” W. hath 
ſaid, or. will ever be able to ſay. 
I ſhould not, have taken notice of theſe 
things, if Mr. V. by running into indecent Þ| 
* upon bimſelf, had not drawn 
me to it. For after all, what is this to the 
Purpoſe ? Is his Doctrine clear of the Conſe- 
quences I have charged upon it, or is it not? 
If it ic, why does he not ſhew it? If it is 
m7, 1 ſay then that his Syſtem is /undamen- | 
zally defective ; for which no circumſtantial 
Advantages of his Hypotheſis (if there were | 
| * Rem. p. 4. + On Oaths, 


any | 
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any ſuch) can compenſate. A divine Revela- 
tion which does not propoſe Religion for its 
End, is a Contradiction in the very Idea. And 

to propoſe an End without the neceſſary Means, 
þ abſurd. Once more then, I aſk, *« upon 

« what Foot could Religion have been main- 
{© tained among the People of God, from A- 
* dam down to Moſes, if you throw out the 
« Belief of a future State? This Point has 
been fully debated in the Examination, p. 
25—31, to which 2 Anſwer has yet been 


anſwered to the publick Satisfaction, I muſt 
{till beg Leave to be of Opinion, that ' Mr. 
Wes Hypotheſis thus far diſgraces Revelation, 
as repreſenting it in a Light unworthy of the 
wiſe Governor of the World. | 
In reſpect of the State of the Religion of the 
Jews under the Law, Mr. W. indeed ſets himſelf 


| formally to give an Anſwer to the Difficulty, in 


his Poßſcript to the firſt Part of the Remarks, 
p. 162. & ſeq. where, in the firſt Place, he 
finds Fault with my charging it upon his Prin- 
ciples, that the Iſraelites were ſhut out 
from the Knowledge of a future State 
* by the Af of Gor,” and fays that they 
* were not ſhut out by the Act of God, but 
* by the Act of their Forefather ADAM; - 
What is the Gentleman about ? We all Laces 
that Adam forfeited Immortality for himſelf 
and his Poſterity, not to be reſtored but by 
Chriſt, But could Adam be the Caſe why 
* Poſtſcript, P- 164. 
5 the 


given, or attempted to be given. But till it 7s 
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the Iſraelites had not the Knowledge of the 
Doctrine of a future State whilſt other Na. 
tions had it? This is the Point in Queſtion, 
Ee grants that other Nations had the Know- 
ledge of a future State; the Jeus alone had 
it not. How ſo? Why God, purpoſely and 
indiſtriouſſy concealed it from them as a Thi 
not fit for them to know. He threw in their 
May Motives of another Kind, to srop them 
(as his Expreſſion is) from looking any far- 
ther. And is not this keeping them in Igno- 
Trance by bis own Act? 


Again ; he charges me with ſaying, that a A 


« ture State 15 THE SINGLE Point of Know- | 
© ledge which can BE the 1 of | 


reaſonable Worthip ;”” and upo is he 


D Here DocroRs differ. St. Paul ) 


places the Foundation of a reaſonable Wor- 
<« ſhip in another Thing. He ſhould be de- 
cent when he mentions the ſacred Writers. 


--- But what does St. Paul fay ? Why, © be 


« that cometh to God muſt believe that be is, 
e and that he is A REWARDER of them that 


i dil:gently ſeek him. Heb. xi. 6.” His Com- 
ment upon this is, that the Apoſtle places 
FE the Foundation of a reaſonable Worſhip, 3 

in the Nature, not in the ineſſential Cir- 
5 cumſtances of Reward; that is to ſay (in | 
plainer E ngliſh) in a Reward in the general 
Notion of it, not ſpecially in the Reward | 


of a future State; for he goes on and | 
ſays.— A Reward given bere was as true a 


Foundation of reaſonable Worſhip to the © 


2 " © early | 


; 
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t early Jews living under an extraordinary 
« Providence, as a Reward given hereafter is 


« to us Chriſtians, living under an ordinary 
« one *, If Mr. v. would but have looked 


to Exam. p. 26. he would have found, that 
J had taken theſe Words of St. Paul in the 
general Senſe, 1. e. as meaning a Reward of 
one Kind or the other; in thzs World, or in 
the next. Nor did I ever ſay, what he makes 
me to have ſaid, that a future State is the ſingle 
Point which can be the Foundation of a rea- 
fonable Worſhip. My Words are, that accord- 
ing to Mr. Vs Hypotheſis, God had © ſhut 
« out his own choſen People, for Many 
* AGEs, from that fingle Point which couLD 
« be the Foundation, &c.” which was cer- 
tainly true of thoſe Ages that were prior to the 
Law, when the Temporal Covenant was not 
brought to Execution. It was to his State of 


the Few:/h Church, that the many Ages in 


in that Paſſage referred ; not to the State of it 
conſidered as under the T; emporal Covenant ; 
in reſpe& of which I expreſsly told Mr. WW. 
that 1 would have 20 Diſpute with him, whe- 
ther, (under the Circumſtances by him ſuppoſed) 
the Belief of a future State was abſolutely nece/- 
ſary to lay a Foundation for Religion. Biſhop 
Bull has faid, that upon Suppcfition that the 
People of the Jews had nothing but Temporal 


Motives before them, they would © have 


lived and died lie Seine.” Upon which 
* Poſtſcript, p. 165. 


I ſaid, | 
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I aid, * If this is an Error on the one Hand. 


% you aregcrtainly as extravagant on the other 
< in treating it as an indiſerent Thing with re- 
te ſpect to the Practice of Virtue, whether 


„ Men are influenced by the Motives of this | 


«© World or the next But I do not mean to 
e ſettle this Point between you and the Bi- 
© ſhop.” Exam. p. 129. | 

But Mr, . ſticks to his Point, and takes 
great Pains to prove, that a preſent Reward 
ſuppoſed, the Ignorance of a future State 
ce neither affects Piety nor Morality *. Of 


the Weight of his Reaſons I ſhall leave thoſe 
to judge who are diſpoſed to examine them; 
but for myſelf, 1 have at preſent nothing to do 


with them. The Queſtion that I would ask 
is, Was there in Fact any ſuch equal Diſtri- 
bution of good and evil in temporal Things un- 
der the Law, as Mr, W's Argument ſuppoſes? 
If there was not (as it is very certain there 
was not) the Religion of thoſe Times will be 
left, tho' not, perhaps, abſolutely without 
Foundation, yet upon a very defe&:ve and im- 
perfect one; for how many Caſes were there 
which the Sandlions of the Law could not 
reach? I defire the Reader to take Mr. Vs 
own Account of this Matter as it ſtands, Dzv. 
Leg. p. 444, 445. © Sometimes the extra- 
ordinary Providence was ſuſpended for a Sea- 
e ſonto bring on a national Repentance—and 


a very ſevere Puniſhment it was, as leaving 


* Poſtſcript, p. 165. * 
| Mien, 
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« Men, who had no future State of Rewards 
* and Puniſhments, in a very diſcanſolate Con- 
e dition.” A diſconſolate Condition indeed! 

No Hope as to the next World; and (as the 
Caſe often was) no Proſpect even from this: 
A State one would think fitter to work a na- 


tional Deſperation than a national Repentance. 


But I am not clear that Mr, . hath left any 
Foundation for Religion among the Jews from 
Moſes to the Time when (as he ſuppoſes) the 
Doctrine of a future State was opened by the 
Prophets. or to conſtitute Religion, there 
mauſt be a Law that reaches the Conſcience, and 


the Sandons of that Law muſt extend to the 


7s of Conſcience. But Mr. V. tells us in 
ex preſs Terms, that the Jewiſh Law did 
© not SCRUTINIZE the HEART, but reſted 
in external Obedience and Obſervances.“ 
Div. Leg. p. 662. He may be right in his 
Notion of the Jeuiſh Law for ought that 1 
can tell. Biſhop Bull and others have ſaid 
the * ſame Thing; and from fem, I ſup- 


poſe Mr. W. had it. But he never conſidered 


that theſe Divines always ſuppoſe that the 
Temporal and the Spiritual Covenant ſubſiſted 


together, and that the Religion of the Jews 


was founded: upon both ; or rather, that the 


ſpiritual Covenant was property the Covenant 


of their RELIGION, and the Foundation of 


* Lex ſecundum literam ſpeRata, ſpiritualem juſtitiam 
non exegit. Harm. * Diſſert. Poſt, cap. 10. §8. 


their 
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their * ruTuRE Hopes; and the Law of 
Moſes the Meaſure of their EXTERNAL Po- 
II, and the Foundation of their TRM. 
PORAL PRIVILEGES +. This clears up all 
Difficulties; for upon this Foot, where the 
Temporal Covenant failed, the Spiritual ſup- 
plied the Defect; and where the one gave 
no Hope (as, in Multitudes of Caſes it is ne- 
ceſſary to be ſuppoſed it did not) the other 
came in to their Support. But in Mr. W's 
Way, Conſcience was left without a Law ; or 
if Conſcience had a Law, it was a Law with- 


out a Sanction. For where was it? A future 


State ſtands excluded; and the Temporal 
Sanctions of the Law could not reach the 
Conſcience, becauſe the Law itſelf (as be ſays) 
did not reach it. For every Law with its 
Sanctions, muſt ſtand within the fame Bounds. i 


* Pepigerat Deus cum Abrahams Foedus illud gratio- 
ſum multis ante legem latam annis ; cui poſtea placuit ipſi 
ſuperaddere pactum aliud e multis iiſque operoſis ritibus, 
&c.--Verum--poſt latam iſtam carnalem legem, præcepit 
Maoſi ut--vetus illud [Paqtum] cum Abrahamo ante multos 
annos initum---r7enovaret : Ut hinc. tandem cognoſcerent 
Judæi Pactum Abrahamiticum, etiam poſt latam Legem ri- 
tualem adhuc viguiſſe, adeoque pro foedere habendum fuiſſe, 


CUI UNICE SALUS IPSORUM INNITERETUR, Ibid. cap. 
1. 63. ö 2 


+ [Lex erat] Inflrumentum carnali populo ordinatum, ad = 
temporale bonum. Idem. Exam. Cenſ. àd Animadv. 21. Y2. | 
Exactly to the Senſe of St. Paul, who ſtiles it % ze. 


gagxixng, the Law of a CARNAL COMMANDMENT. Heb. 
vii. 19, OR 
It 
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It is thus, I think, that the Caſe ſtands in 


the Light of common Senſe. But Mr. V. (if 
I underſtand him) is ſo far from thinking, 


that the Belief of a future State, if it had ob- 


tained among the Jeus, would have ſerved 
to help out the Defects of the Lau, that he 
thinks it would have been a Drſprace to their 
Religion, His Words are theſe: To ſup- 
e poſe that Virtue cannot be pure and perfect 
« but when roRCED upon Men by the IMm- 
© MENSITY OF PUNISHMENT, is having no 
*© better an Idea of it, than the PaGan 


„ SLAVE in the Poet, 


Sum bonus & frugi * renuit negi talgue Sa- 


bellus. 


- To make this Paſſage pertinent he ſhould 
have ſaid, To ſuppoſe that Virtue can ſub- 


« fiſt, when forced, Sc.“ For this is what 
Horace meant; that if a Man behaves well, 
only for Fear of the Gallows or the whipping 
Poſt, it is not Virtue, 


Oderunt peccare boni virtutis amore, 
Tu nihil admittes in te formidine Peng. 
| Ee, Lib. I. 16. 


Is it then Mr. Vis Intention to a ply this 
Maxim to the Motives of Religion? It ſhould 


ſeem ſo; for why elle is this Paſſage produced? 


Why does he repreſent the holding forth a fu- 


ture State as FORCING MEN, by the Immen- 


<1TY of Puniſhment? We know that with 
„ OS Force 


98 The CONCLUSION., 
Force no Virtue can ſland. But if this is the Cafe, 


it is a direct Tmpeachment both of Law and: 


GospEL. In reſpect of the Law the Caſe is 
Cleir. The Jeus were under the Influence 


of * preſent Rewards,” and theſe (as he tells 


us) the. Corruption of Nature conſidered, 


« were of GREATER FORCE to attract, than 


« the immeaſurable Reward at a Diſtance *.” 
And as they were likewiſe under the Influence 
of preſent Puniſhment, of MoRE Fox c (for 
the ſame Reaſon) to frike Terror, than Pu- 
niſpments at a Diſtance; they, (if this Maxim 
holds) could have had no better Idea of Vir- 
tue than the Pagan Slave had, nor can we have 
any better Notion. of it for them. For Chriftia- 
nity indeed he puts in a Salvo, by ſaying, that 
iin the ordinary Diſtribution. of Things, 


cc 


ce 


* cient to ſupport the Practice it enjoins. But 
« here too [adds he] it is {till the Love and 
% Fear of Gop, xoT of Reward and Puniſh- 
by ment, that are held out to us, to perfect and 


« (46//me our Virtue ; tho' the others likewiſe | 


e be laid before us to raiſe and guicken it.” 


Bat with what Conſiſtency does the Gentle- 
man talk of ſupporting the Practice of Virtue, 
by that which (in the Light he places it) de- 
Preys Virtue £ Or of per fecking and JO 


- Ts 


5 Polterip, p. 160. 
Virtue, 


where the Rewards and Puniſhments of Re- 
ligion lye at a Diſtauce, he believes, that 
cx nething leſs than the Promiſes and 8 


* of the Chriſtian, would be generally ſuffi- 
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Virtue, from that which in the Nature of it 
is not Virtue ? Or what Idea can one frame 
of the Love of God, without View to Benefit 


or Reward; or of the Fear of God without 
View to Puniſhment | ? All this to me is quite 
zncomprehenſible ; and the orly Treatment I 


think it dete wo fend it back to the 


Forge of INFIDELITY or ENTHUSIASM, 


from whence it originally came. 


1 have taken the Liberty to fay thus much 
by Way of Apology, for my oppoſing the Prin- 
ciples of the Divine Legation, tho offered 
profeſſedly on the Side of Revelation, And I 
hope I may be entitled, at , to the Excufe 
of the Publick, for the Pains I have taken to 
do Juſtice to the received Syſtem of Divinity, 
which Mr. W. has thrown into Confufion. i 
could never think his Notions about the Jete- 


1% Religion to be harmleſs Things; and it 


was very eaſy to fee, that ſhou'd they prevail 
among the Clergy they would ſoon creep in- 
to the Pulpit, and introduce a Method of 
Inſtruction very different from what the 
People have been accuitomed to : Of which 
Mr. W. has given full Proof to the World in 
his Sermon: publiſhed on Occafion of the late 


Faſt. The Purpoſe of that Solemnity was to 


call the People of this Nation to Repentance ; . 
to which End ſeveral of the Qergy took their 
Texts from ſome Portion of the fewijn K. Hi- 
ſtory ; and, from the Examp'es of God's De: . 


ing with that People, argues what wad ar 178 


* 
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were to expect in like Caſes. The Clergy very 
well know, (and need not this Gentleman's 

Help ta inform them) that God was under a 
ſpecial Covenant with the Fews for temporal 
Good and Evil. But as this Covenant, whatever 
Privileges it gave to the Fews above other 
Nations, could not deſtroy God's Right as uni- 
verſal Governor; an Argument therefore will 
very properly lye from God's Dealing with the 
Fees, to what other Nations are to expect in 
like Caſes, IN such Poli N Ts as either Reaſon 
or Scripture ſhew, to appertain to God's uni- 
verſal Government; of which ſort is the pu- 
niſhing Nations and Kingdoms for the Wic- 
kedneſs of them that dwell therein : As appears 
---from the Flood---from the Caſe of Sodom and 
Gomorrah--- of the Ninevites---and of thoſe 
heathen Nations, whom the Jews were raiſed 
up to deſtroy (as the Scripture expreſsly ſays) 
for their Wickedneſs *, And it is to be remem- | 
| bred that St. Paul has given Countenance to 
this Way of Reaſoning, 1 Cor. x. 5. & eg 
With many of them God was not well pleaſed, 
for they were overthrown in the Wilderneſs. 
Now theſe Things were ouR EXAMPLES [and 
were written FOR OUR ADMONITION, ver. 
11.] 0 the INTENT we ſhould not luſt after 
evil Things, &c. But Mr. V. (who loves to 
be by himſelf?) after having retailed to us the 
Principles of the divine Legation, comes to 
this Concluſion (diametrically oppoſite to the 
Deut. ix. 4. | pw 

Senſe 


. = 
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| Senſe of his Brethren, and, 1 believe, of all 
Chriſtian Divines from St. Paul to this Day, 

2.) that © we have no Warrant to conclude, 
te that becauſe the private Vices and Impieties 
* of Men under [the Fewiſb] Oeconomy, by 
the juſt Judgment of God frequently 
brought amazing Deſtruction on their Na- 
tion, that it has now the ſelf- ſame Ten- 
" dency to provoke his Wrath againſt ours.“ 
And that it is © cRuve TRHEOLOGV which 
* makes God's dealing with the Fews the 
Pattern of his Providence at large.” * Nay 
he goes ſo far as to inſinuate, that thoſe who 
reaſon in this manner, are very unſeaſonable 
and injudicious in their Applications; and he 
makes it an Argument of Want of Tender- 
neſs, „to aggravate (as his Expreſſion is) the 

© il] State of our moral Condition, by diſ- 
e couraging Examples drawn from thoſe 
* dreadful Judgments on the Jewrſh Nation, 
at a Time when every good Man will de- 
* ſerve the public Thanks quad de Republica 
% non deſperdſſet ; and when good Men may 
** be but too apt to ferriſy THEMSELVES 
with Fears of impending Vengeance, of 
which they have no juſt Reaſon to be ap- 
e prehenſive . 

Obſerve now the ſcrupulous Gentleman ! 
It is an unpardonable Oftence in me to have 
oppoſed him, becauſe he had engaged on the 
Side of Revelation, But it is no Offence in 


; F Serm. P- 13: 14. | + Thid, p. 14 and 22. | 
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zum to oppoſe his Brethren, though 4 en- 


gaged on the fide of Virtue.— But in this 
there is nothing new or ſtrange, r us go 
on with the Sermon. 

How ſhocking ſoever the Dodrine above 
lecken may be to Chriſtian Ears, it might 
have] been borne with more Patience, if when 


he took from us the Examples of God's Judg- | ; 
ments upon the Jeuiſh Nation, he had left 


us any other Footing upon which to awaken 
Men from their 'Vices by the Fears of natio- 
nal Judgments, to be inflifted by the Hand of 
Heaven. But to ruin at once all Applications 
from this Topic, he tells us in plain Terms, 


that the Actions which are ** the peculiar Ob. 


4 jet of the divine Favour or Diſpleaſure [in 
* reſpe&t of whole Nations] are the Actions 
bf. of Soczety---which concern its Conduct in 
« tranſacting wirh Neighbbour-States; or in 
< other Words, its Obſervance or Neglect of 
6 good Faith,  uftice and'Equity.”* So that 


(according to this Doctrine) if we are but | 


true to our Engagements with France and 
Spain; though our Sins ſhould be as the Sin 
of. Sodom (in which there were not fen righ- 


teous Men left) we are in no danger from the | 
Hand of God; yea, we © may reaſonably | 
* aſpire to the diſtinguiſhed Protection of | 


% Heaven +.” For Modeſiy fake we may pro- 


claim a Faſt ; but at the fame time we may | 


* Serm. p. 22, © Ibid. Title, 


« with | 
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« with Confidence appeal to the Juſtice of 


% Heaven .. 


Mr. V. has not vouchſafed to acquaint us 
where it was that this extraordinary Sermon 
was preached. But if we are to under/tand, 
that it was preached in fome Place of publicł 


: Worſhip, where the Service for the Day was 


read; it is to be preſumed, that he is acquaint- 
ed with the Form of Prayer appointed by Au- 
thority to be uſed on that Occaſion ; which 


d in the very Title of it ſays, that the Fa/? was 


appointed “ for obtaining Pardon of our Sins, 


and for aveERTING THOSE HEAVY JUDG-- 
MENTS, which our manifold Provocations - 
= © have moſt juſtly deſerved ;”” which can hard- 


ly be ſuppoſed to have been intended as aCharge 


upon the GOVERNMENT for any Breaches of 


the Publick Faith; ſince it is expreſsly ſaid in 
the Body of the Prayers, that the Attempts 
of our Enemies are unjult ; and that the: 


Arms of his Majeſty in this War, are em 


ployed in the Maintenance of his juſt 
and lawful Rights. 
It is very odd (the Author's Sentiments con- 
fidered) that he ſhould take his Text from 
the Jewiſh Hiſtory, as other Preachers had 
done before him, But he is not all of a Piece. 
There are ſome Paſſages in this Sermon, in 
which he talks upon this Subject like other 
Men. As where he ſays, that © with the 
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« »Difvoſnion 5 df | Humiliation before God, 


te and hearty Repentance for our Sins, and 
« ſincere Reſolutions of Amendment ; the mer- 
ve ciful Providence [of God] will "tnabld us, 


F &c.*” And where he mentions © the 


orivate Vices and Impieties of the Nation 
tr as the only Impediment we have to fear, in 
the happy Iflue of our Appeal to the Juſtice 
te of Heaven +.” How theſe two Paſlages 
are to be reconciled to the former, let him look 
to it. But his general Docrrine (which is the 


main Subject of his Sermon) ſtands plain and 


inconteſtable, viz. That God will not zo, as 
he did in former Times, under the Few: 

Diſpenfation, puniſh Nations for the Sins of the 
People; which is 8Ucy THEOLOGY as was 


never before heard from a Chriſtian Preacher, 


and as I hope will never be heard again in 
Times to come. If theſe are the phy Gar 
LEecaTIon Principles the Publick has a very 
ſhort and plain Rule before it, whereby to 
judge of the true Merit of that Performance; 3 
and I hope that no Clergyman for the future 
will be thought to want an Excuſe who ſhall 
endeavour to expoſe it as it deſerves to be ex- 
poſed. 


But for myſelf, I have done. For once 


I thought it proper to return him an An- 
ſwer, both in Juſtice to thoſe important 


Subjects which he hath ill- treated, as to let 


Serm. p. 6. f Ibid. p. 26. : 
Lt him 
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him ſee, that he hath not frightned me out of 


my Wits, as his Scotch Bagpiper did the Iriſh 
Wolf + ; tho', to ſay the Truth, there would 


have been nothing range if ſome ſuch Effect 
had followed; ; forthe Reaſoning of the one is as 


bad as the Mufic of the other. But to ſhew 
him likewiſe that I can take a uſeful Hint, 


(in how unfriendly a Manner ſoever offered) * 


. him to underſtand, that inſtead of taking 
arther Pains with one who does not ſeem diſ- 
poſed to hear Reaſon, I think I ſhall do a wiſer 


Thing, in g/ving up the poor Remainder of 
my Life to Reſt *. It ſeems to be a Matter of 


Offence to Mr. V. that I have formerly ſo much 
employed myſelf in this Kind of Writing; and 
he has made it a Handle for great Ridicule. 


If my Labours have been of Uſe to the Pub- 


lick, I am content, how ill ſoever I may other- 
wiſe have been repaid. But, for Reaſons 


which I begin very ſenſibly to feel, I confeſs | 


I would not chuſe, that as writing Controverſy 
was the int, it ſhould alſo be the laſt, Em- 
ployment of my Life. 

As to his Manner of treating me, be it to him- 
7 ; it gives me no kind of Uneaſineſs. For I 
think it impoſſible that any Perſon ſhould miſ- 
take in judging of the rue Value of his Cenſures 
or his Commendations, who has obſerved with 
what Honour and Conſcience he beſtows them, 
Readers there are, no doubt, who find a Satis- 

. + Rem. p. 144. Rem, p. 6. 
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faction in his low Scurrility, To the c 
pliments of ſuch I bid him welcome, as 1. 
do them to the Entertainment they have re- 
ceived, But the ApPEAL lies to thoſe Who 
are ſerious enough to feel an Intereſt in this 
Diſpute, and are attentive to the Argument; and 
to ſuch T ſubmit myſelf ; willing and defireus 
that all Alwances may be made to the angry 
Gentleman on the Score of human Infirmity, 
that they ſhall think reaſonable. When Men 
are under pleaſing Delufions, it is a mortifying 
Thing to be ſet right, Horace tells a humou- 
rous Story to this Purpoſe, in the ſecond Epiſtle 
of his ſecond Book, which will account for the 
Rage and Bitterneſs which the Author of the 
Legation has ſhewn againſt all, who have ap- 


_ peared not ſatisfied with his Undertaking, 


- = = - - Pol me occid; ** Amici 
Non ſervdſtis (ait) cui fic extorta Voluptas, 
Et demptus per vim Mentis gratiſſimus Error --+ 
PRETULERIM ſeriftor DELIRUS. #nerſqut 
1dert, 


| Dum mea dele&tent mala me, vel denique fallant, 


Quam SAPERE & RING, SEES 


